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- examination of teacher c~riteria for identifyjng social . incompetency, (2) de- R

Jest of Social Inference (TSI) data from £MR samples,. including further ‘

. (2) wide inter-teacher differences in student ‘identifications, (3) both

".The latter finding points to a confounding effect of method upon the arbi-

i . , ) J - | ' .

[y

' , " SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS .

Eréjecf activities involved (1) an cxamination of exploratory measures . .
of social incompetency of junior hi'gh school adolescents, including an :

ve lopment and trial of educational units desianed in response to problems
in black urban schools, and (3) a compilatibn and review of cross-sectional

development of that test or similar testing brocedures for other adolescent
populations. , * .

Examingtion of teacher labelling of their students as sociaLIQ competent .
or sincompetent revealed 1) considerable retest stability in tabelling,

inter- and'intra-teacher variability concerning reasons for labelling,
(4) lack of support for "intentionality" as a factor in judging incompetence, '
and (5) different tegcher behavior emphases intreduced checklist content.

ter's .judgments; his descriptions of students are in part a function of the
experimenter's procedures. ,More generally, the examination of labelling
behavior reveals considerable individual arbiter idiosyncrasy. In identifying
theysocially incompetent, exumining the. arbiter's ‘personal emphases and ‘using
multiple judges are to be recommended., '

Major products 6f the project are the several experimental tests ,
develosec and trial tested and the adaptations of additional, already ex-

.isting experimental tests for use in the project testing nrogram. In -

addition to the extensive social competency behavior checklist (PSIC), these

~ tests include group measures for describing student social relations (in _

terms of 4how he, regards others, how he is regarded by others, his apper-
ception of hqw he is regarded by others, and his accuracy in stating these
exbecfafions), his éoglal inferential skills, his information regarding
others, his school attitudes, and his self~concept as a studen®. |n addition,
classroom teacher rating formats and home interview schedules were developed.
Though perhaps requiring specific modjfications for particular investigator
needs, these several measurement procedures should be of use for further
studies in the general domain of student adaptiveness and social competency.

v

Analysis of extensive test, rating. and interview data conceptual ly
related to soclal incompetency revealed a factorially complex structure.
Social incompetenty is simply not definable as a particular co-related set .
of undesirable behaviors. The appellation "sccially incompetent" may be .
earned by dlsplay of any of a host of independent deficit skills or detri-
mental actions. Though group scores on various' measures of social lzation,

school achievement, classi-oom behavior, and attitudes toward school end
. =
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selt are likely to be poorer for,@rqons idenf:fled as less socially compe- ‘
tent, many ot the members of these groups may be expected to earn above

average sceres on these measures. And persons earning poorer scores on one
social competency measure well may not earn lower scorgs on a second or

third competency measure. -

»

Due fordisrupfing prob | ems during the Tria!s of fﬁe educattonal ungfs,; )
the possible effectiveness of the pruposed uni't activities remains to be
demonstrated. Improved development or tne unif to better cope wvfh these
problems is recommended before further trial. N -

N .

Review of the extensive TS| data dc-uments *he serviceability of the
TSl as a widely tested and psychometrically sound instrument for assessing .
inferential skills of adolescent retardates. Alternate short forms developed
tor the TS| should add to its usefulness in the field.
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- PREFACE - P

Teachers, rehabi.litation workers, nlacement personnel, in effect,
all persons working with socially and vocationally unsuccessfui youth,
have become increasingly aware of the importance of appropriate social
‘behaving for the maintenance of productive, satisfying societal activity.
The problem is clearly a nationa! one, important to rehabilitation- .
retraining cenfers in all se¢tions of our country. “Without argument, more
effective preventative and rehabilitative training prog?amsrjor improving
social behaving are needed, And the need is for high sc¢hoof and junior
fiigh school youth as well, The schoo! and neighborhood environmeénts of o
our youth are surely the nurturing places for adult social behaviors.

« - : T
This project was generated in response to that ne.ed.\ p_arﬂéiﬂar,
to study social incompetency at the junior high schoot -ag®®level. As
* sfated in the project proposal, the sfarfing"fdcus for the project” was
|'increasedd understanding and more adequate measurement of sqcial compe-~
tency”". Two popdlafigns were t0. be studied, a seventh and ‘efghth aqrade
population of students attending non-urban, white community schools and

simitar aggfgdoléseenfs attending predominantiy black city schools.

But the project focus on weasurement was clearty not to be an end
-in itself but important onty as it would t roaden understanding and
suggest direction for remediation. Accordingly, a final project fask was
the development and tryout of an experimental unit designed for teaching
social comprehension and self-modulation skills in the public schools.

And a further project task was the examination and further develop-
ment of the Test of Sociat Inference (TS|) for meadsuring the ability of
retardates to appropriately interpret social cues. Because of the
procedural separateness of this further task, the TS| examination is
reported as a separate addendum to the final project report.

* ‘ ) ’ . ¢

The final project report is the record of our project activities
covering a three year period, ih essence a statement of what was done,
what data we have'collected, and our analyses and Lnferprefafions_éf
that data. We have provided extensive descriptions of our procedures
and tools that otters may extend and/or improvise from. - ’

In writing this final report, an attempt was made to make each Section
somewhat self-sustaining. |In particular, for want of better condensation,
some of the end of section summaries are répeated in the summary section
YIi. It is nhoped this will aid rather than distract the reader of fhi§ /
rather bulky report.
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ABSTRACT

>

Project activities involved (1) examination of exploratory measures
of social incompetency of junior high school adolescents, (2) &svelopmenf
and trial of educational units designed in responsé to problems'in black.
urban schools, and (3) a compilation ‘and review of cross-sectional Test
of Social Inference (TSI) data from EMR sampl

+ Extensive test data was obtained from over 300 junior high school
students and 50 teachers in two white semi-rural and two predominantly
black urban schools. Examination of teacher "labelling" of students-as
social ly incompetent (SI) using behavior descriptions and checklist respon=~ -

.

ses revealed considerable individual arbiter idiosyncrasy. In the gemi- .\
urban schools, means for students consensual ly identified as S| were lower
o all experimental tests, outside school activity reports, and home, inter- -

view ratings. Hewever, Sl's were also lower with respect to academic and
socio-economic measures.

In the urban schools, behavior problem students scored lower on nearly
al!l measures of social awareness, school atti‘tudes, self-concepfs, -
social relaflons with respect to various refersn’ gjrfoups, classroom teacher
ratings and interview reports, and school record comments and file data.

. Howéver, low inter-instrument correlations were obtained. - Canonical
correlational and principal component factor analyses of these data revealed
a general nonrelatedness among sets of variables and lack of simplified
factor structure. . ©

TrlaJ runs: were made in two of the urban classes of two project-
developed experimental educational units, the first involving a ten week
cooperative production activity, and the second an elght week videotaping
of student social experiences. 0Due to disrupting problems, neither experi-
mental unit was implemehted as intended, voiding evaluative description.
Revisions are recommended for both units.

Review of the extensive TS| data. documents the serviceability of the
TS| as a widely tested and psychometrically sound instrument of assessing
inferential skills of adolescent retardates. Alternate short forms of the
TS1 were develgped.




: Section 1

= INTRODUCTION : >

-, A,  Background

Historically, social incompetence has been studied from a variety ~
of perspectives, Most frequent!y the term has been used in reference
to maladaptive behavior appropriate and unacceptable a.rs. Persons
otherwise defined as méntally retarded, neurotic, psychotic, dellnquent,
and culturally disadvantaged have all been also cffed for social incom~ -
etence. Mare recentiy, "problem" groups such as the culturally alienated
a ciive reform$s¢s have been included. Generally, it might be, said
that to the extent that zn individual behaves, or is believed to behave,
contrary to the preferences of his society and to the extent that his
behavior is considered tnapproprlafe he will qualify for the label of
"socially incompetent".. R -

The major effort of the project to be described in this report was
directed ard improved understanding of social incompetency in junior”
high scnool populations. Educators, parents, and other community lay
persons alike have repeatedly expressed concern for the seemingly increasing
evidences of problem youth in the schools, youngsters who were Indequafely
responding to the demands of their school environments. The problem posed
for this project was the measurement of social ‘incompetency, the deline-
ation of variables relafed to problem behavior in the schooi setting.

in common parlance, social Incompetency simply refers 1o not %olng
the righyt things. But which thinds' and how many? And by what crlferla
or by whose judgment? ) ¥

Though the iabel "social incompetency” continues to be both popularly
and professionally used, few writers have insisted on sorting through
the imp!ied meanings and ‘underpinnings of tiils common label, Parker's
(1970) development of a conceptual framework for examining social incom-
petence initiated as part of an initial project review', notes four im-
portant embodied .concepts, that of the arbiter 2, the actor, his acts,
and a judgment of the inappropriateness and/or unacceptability %of the
acts committed by that acter. Essentially he” proposed that social -in-
competancy is an interaction phenomenon involving two major components, "
the behavior of a person and a valuing, judgmental response of some arbiter
“to that stimulus behavior. He further suggested that the social incom-

<
-

‘Though Or. James Parker's return to Ausiralia at the commencement of
the first project deta collection phase prohibited close continued colla-
borafion and expansion of his research, parts of his emphasis on arbiter
judgme=r have been absorbed into the 7nlflal project efforts. A synthesis
of his research review and study is oresently being prepared for publication.

21’hough there :are other possible connotations of an arbiter, in this
report an arbiter of behavior is simply any person who makes or has the
potential for making a labellng response of "gocially incompetent'" with
" respect to a behavior or person,

-
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'besf subsumed by most investigators. Parker views

[al
1.2

petence judgment itself is a function of the interaction of two varia-
bles--the degree of unacceptability of a behavior to an arbiter, or
aroup of arbiters, and the rate of occurrence of the behavior.

In reviewing the classification and measurement of social incom-
petence, Parker notes that the evaiuation tocus was typically limited
to subject behaviors apart from explicit considerations of the "desir-
abi Lity" or "undesirabiiity" of his behavior. This lat¥er dimension,
though logically critical to measuring incompetency, appears to he at
labeling response

"socially incompetent” as an arbiter's valuing reSponse of disapp.-oval,
inappropriateness, or unacceptabiiity contingent upon the stimulus
behavior of an actor. His study focused on an examination of that
Judgmenf as 1t relates to the arbiter's rated degree of uracceptabi |ity
of a behavior and to the frequency of perceived occurrence of that
behavior. He proposéd "apparent intentionality" as a further dimen-
sion of socially incompetent behavior, in the sense that arbiters would
rate behaviors which they perceived as intentional as more unacceptable
than those they considered unintentional.

{

his study deait'with three sets of arbiters, 40 parents, 40 adole-
scents, and 24 counselors, all of whom described a Iisting of over 200
behaviors according to their acceptability-unacceptability and the fre-
quency of occurrence at whiich each behavior would become intolerable.
Contrary to expectations of a negative relationsip, these two descrip-
tions were found to be generally unrelated for his arbiters. Antici-
pated arbiter differences in ranking the ynacceptability of the various
behaviors, however, were obtained as were differences indicating that
the apparent intentionality of a behavior is an important determin
of the behavior's acceptabillty.

Though Parker* s'emphasis on the judgmental compon$\¥s governing
the arbiter's lLabeting decision, and in particular, on the arbiter's
personal valuing of the actors behaviors appears to be a productive
focus for examining social incompetency, his data is limited to arbiter
responses to an a priori behavior listing. An alternate emphasis would
b on his second critical component of social incompetency, the actor
himself, the®person whose behavior is befgg judged. This fogus would
have fhe description of social’ incompetence begin with what the actor
does. An advantage here is the experimental accesslblllfy of the actor,
the possibility of "arranging" to independently examine our arblter's
refergQ:hor, if the behavior is a non-repeatable event, to examine
other behaviors of that same actor. This "advantage" was foliowed in
the present study.

To begin with the actor Js, in effect, to suggest that the defini~
tion of social incompetency recides in that set of acts (or some sum-
mary statement regarding them) which distinguishes between persons
labeled socially competent and socially incompetent. This is a usage
definition, that is, the meaning of the concept derives from its em-
ployment. By further examining those whom the arbiters have labeled,

-

17 ‘




1.3 A
we can possibly lidentity and verify additional parts ot that definition. \\ '
Hopefu]ly our expanded definition of social incompetency wili heip ¢

to manifest the sustaining and/or causative factors and will Increase

our understanding of how we might remedially respond to the problem

student. At the least, our procedure should clarify who it is who is .

labeled incompetent, what are his other weaknesses and strengths and how

these interrelate. In judging social incompetency what cther discrimina-

tions is our judge concomitantly (and probably inadvertently) making?

To proceed from the behaviors of the socially incompetent (and com .
petent) it is first necessary to identify them, which in turn requires
a prior selection of an arbiter of behavior. As eartier mentioned, Parker
found that his arbiters differed as to the values they gave diy ferenf
behaviorg. |t is at least as |ikely that they would differ in labeling
persons. '

|
|
|
|

Since our proposed study samples were to be junior high school age
youngsgers with the schools as our primary data.collection centers, their .
.teacheksrvere selected as the principal arblfers for identifying our
'soclally incompetent and socially corpetent "actors". -Admittedly this
primary decision risks introducing a special blas or exclusiveness to
our study & social compefcncy s nce teschers' perspectives may be ex-
pected to be somewhat different from those of non-school.community per-
sons or have limited extension beyond the school setting. However, as
will be noted in the overview subsection and detailed in succeeding
sections, additional "arbiter"-sources.were partially tapped during-the
course of the study. To preview our findings, the considerabte inter-
arbiter group conserisus obtained from these sources suggests that our
teachers' judgments of who were and who were not socially competent ap-
parently havig considerable generallfx'fo fhg‘non-school environment.

B. Overview of Project Report

The project proposal outlined a several~stage effort toward the.mea-

surement of social competency involving (a) identification of samples

of socially competent and incompetent junior high school students, (b)
obtaining self, peer, parent, and other zdulf evaluative description

of their behaviors in various enwirgnments, (c) adminstering experi

tal social interpretation and information tests to these students, and

(d) revising the more manageable and promising data collection proce-
dures for administration ih urban schools enrolling students from pre-
m27inafely low income black familief.

1 TSince persons exhibit multiple behaviors and the arbiter will be mak~
ing his own selection or weigching of these behaviors. To conclude in
.advance which behavior to judge would be a return to an arbiter rather

than an actor focus.
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In essence, what we were wanflng to know was, what did socially
incompetent adolescents do that their socially competent counterparts

"did not do; .more particularly, what set them apart, how did they appear

or condutt themsely hich was dnfferenf7 Further, what of their

know ledge, understanding, feélings and attitudes which might be ailf~

ferent from that.of their jore soclaliy competent peers? Our long range -
focus was an identification of apparent causative and/or maintenance

factors wfiTch might provide clues and direction for developing effec~
tive reMedial classroom response. Our motivating conceptualization

at there indeed were identifiable and reversible determinants

AN of social Tncompetency. We sought a broader data-based descrlpflon of
oL ;

fng sodjally incompetent as a starting place.

BU? fh\\projecf proposal als~ moved beyond that starting place and

called for exploratory development and trial of educational units to
“be designed in response to problems of social incompetency. These were

to be conducted in the Hlack urban sch The experimental test
data from control and trial classes welg/ to\provide, evaluative data.

And finally the project proposal called for a compilation and

- examination of the extensive data from administrations of the Test of
.vocial Inference. to adolestent retarded ponulations ‘and an exploration

of further development of that test or of similar testing procedures
for other adolescent populations. .

The/ following four sections of this report describe the project
activities supporting these proposed tasks (excepting the review of the
TS| data which, because of its independence from the main project activ-
ities, is reported as asseparate addendum). Sections J| and I}l deal
with data collection in two semi-rural white Junior high schools lo~
cated near Eugene, Oregon, the first examining the teacher as an ar-
biter of the social incompatency of her/his students and the second [re-
porting the experlmenfal testing of these students, inctuding home
interviews. <

¢ Section |V describes the Portiand samples, the several tests ad-
ministered, and the multivariate analyses made of these data. The
development and trial of the two experimental educational units used
in the Portland schools are described in Section V. The sixth and
final section of the report reviews and summarizes the research find-
ings. Testing instructions, format samples, and experimental tests .
used in the Eugene area and Portland schools are presented in the sev~
eral appendices to the report. , .

The remaining pages of this introduction section present an over-
view of project activities as a procedural guide to the more detailed
descriptions in Sections II, I, I¥ and V.
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The study proceeded with an extensive examination of teacher identi-
fications of socially incompetent {(and competent) students in twd small
junior high schools of less than 500 students each,suburban to the ci.ty
of Eugene, Oregon. Initial feacher nominations by 33 seventh and eighth
grade teachers, each reviewing all the students in her classes provided
a core ("consensus") sample of 67 socially incompetent (Si) students,

23 identified as especially or noticeably competent (NC), and 59 students
drawn from the 80 percent middle, socially competent (SC) group. The
retest stability of these feacher nomlnaflons was examined.

More intensive examinations of teacher nominating criteria were made,
first, soliciting free-response teacher behavioral descriptions of
their nominated students, and second, frcm teacher responses regarding
their nominees using a modificaflon of Parker's 241-item Soclal Checklist
Inventory (PSiC). Inter-teacher agreement and inter-instrument (free
behavior descripflon vs. behavior checklist responses) examinations were
made - as were comparisons of teacher responses made for fhelr soclalfy
competent and socially incompetent nominees. Teacher use of intentional
and unintentional PSIC items for these nominee groups was also examined.

Subsequent to the teacher nomination and description activities,
several experimental test instruments were administered to the teacher
rominated "consensual" sample of Si's, SC's and NC's. Due to the |imited
time available to the project for testing students, different subsamples
of Si-SC-NC students recelved different experimenfal tests, few students
receiving all the tests. The principal Instruments used included (1)
the Test of Social Inference (TSi) developed by Edmonson; et al. (1965),.
(2) a self-rating procedure extending the Recall Population procedures
developed by de Jung (1967), providing self-rating of the student's know- -
ledge concerning persons important to him and of these persons' social
relations, (3) a Social Activity Questionnaire (SAQ) extending a daily
activities report developed by Edmonson (1970) for community retardates,
and (4) a home interview schedule administered to parents and- students
©in Individual 'sesslons. Additional counselor reports and school record
data were also obtained. These data were principally apalyzed tn terms
of mean and frequency distribution comparisons among the S!, SC, and
NC student groups,examining the general project hypotheses that soclally
incompetent students would score, or be reported, or report themselves
less favorably on the several student descriptor measures.

The experimental measures used in the Eugene area schools were. re-
vised and expanded for group testing in a Portland schools sziaplg com-
prised e total eighth grade student populations in two urban ele- -
menfar¢9:::zgls. Each school contained three eighth grade classes of
approximately 28 students each, providing a total testing sample-of 168
students. These two schools were located in predominately biack sections
of the city, one enrol ling 98 percent and the second 75 percent &+ black
students. Extensive test data was collected in these schoots, ‘Including
experimental measures of students' social awareness, school attitudes,
self concept, and social_ relations with respect to varnbus refefent groups.
These experimental measures were collected twice, early in the fall term
and eleven weeks later. . -
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Three sets of daily and weekly classroom teachers ratings of their
student's classwork and behavior and social relations were also obtained
tor these eighth graders. School regord data provided academic achieve-

-ment scores, social report data, attendance records, and some home back-
around data, both current and for prior terms. Additional teacher
report data added to the _students' record folder at end of the 1972
schoo! year were also examineff. -’

The data were analyzed first to examine consistency of the derived
measures over the two and a half month retest interval and to deter-
mine possibilities for data reduction. The reduced data considting of
47 student descriptor variables was then examined in terms of ¢ifferences
in means and frequency distributions of students dichotomized into a
high behavior problem and a low behavior problem group on the basis of
behavior descriptions of them obtained from teacher and- unit leader
interviews. Further analyses of the reduced data included a multivariate
canonical correfation procedure permitting estimation of redundancy
or variate reproducibility among selected subsets of student descriptors
and a varimax principal factor solution obtained for 37 of these varia-
bles. -

°
~

Section VI describes the development and trial run of two experi-
mental educational units for developing group support and interaction
skills and improved social understanding. These units were conducted
in two of the six eighth gradé classes involved in the Portland testing
proqram. The first unit included a teh week cooperative production ac-
tivity and the second an eight week videotaping of student social ex-
neriences. Due to uncontrolled class activities, nelther experimental
‘unit was implemented as intended, voiding evaluative description other
than a general reporting of classroom activities during tha trial period.
Recommendations for improving the units are offered on the basis of these

activities. / .

.
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THE TEACHER AS ARBITER OF SOCIAL INCOMPETENCE -

N @

N

A. Teacher Nominations of Social Competence and Incompetence
)

1. Procedures. The project rationale for selaecting teachers as
the principal arbiters in identifying socially incompetent adolescents
was presented in the previous -section of this report. This section em-
pirically examines the teacher as an arbiter in terms of his nominations, v
his behavior descriqfibns, and his checklist responses. ’

Two junior. high schobls, both i'n school districts adjacent to the
more metropolitan environs of Eugene, Oreqon, served as data sources for
these examinations. School C is a three-year junior high school which
had an enrollment of 451 pupils drawn from a predominantly blue-collar
industrial section; of these, the 301 seventh and eighth graders were
used for teacher.nominations. School F is a two-year junior high school
which had an enrollment of 302 pupils, all of whom were used for teacher
nominations. This schoo} is located in a lower-income rural area about

20 miles from Eugene. ,//(—_.\\\\’/
After infro&ucfory contacts through the school administrators, 33

of the total teaching staff of 38 teachers directly involved with seventh
and eighth graders in both schools aareed to participate in the first
phase of project activity. g ‘

- The first teacher task was identification of the more outstanding
socially."incompetent and socially competent students. Each teacher's
individual nominating list was built from his class rosters and comprised
the names of all those students enrolled in any of his ‘current classes
who were also errolled in at least two other teachers' classes. With

.the exception of one special class teacher in each school who had only .
eight and eleven students respectively, teacher lists commonly contained
between 50 and 150 names. The total number of student names on all tea-
cher lists combined was 3,758; an average of 121 names per teacher, not
counting the two small special class lists.
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The nomination instructions fo the teacher were kepf relatively un-
structured. Teachers were told to use their own, personal definitions
of social competence, nct to consider what some other teacher might say:

There are some young peoole who are seen as bechaving in-
adequately or inappropriately in society. They afe regarded
as "socially incompetent”, We need.your help in getting 1F '
comprehensi ve view of what social incompetence is. ~

Below is a list of students whom you teach and/or with )
whom you have other contacts. “Would you please look over the
entire list and consider which of these students you would
regard a ocial lw jncompetent" by vour own definition of
social incompetence. As you read each name, place a check o
(V') g4 of it to indicate that vou have not missed it.
Then, Yndicat® only those students whom you would regard as
sociaj ly incompetentyby writing Sl in the column following
the Mames(s) of the students you ‘select. In the same manner,

competent by writing NC in the column following their names.
It we have listed the name of an adolescent with whom you
have no contact, draw a line through the-nafe. SN

N
N

These lists were distributed to teachers in group meetings, one rn
. each school. They completed the nominations at those meetings in 15 to -
3G minutes, depending upon the Ieanh of their lists.

"
»

°

2, Distribution of Teacher Nominations. Most student names anpeared
on six or seven teacher lists. Ninety students wkre |i%ted only five
times and only 52 students, including nearly all the special-educafion
students, were listed four or even fewer times. Teachers on the averaqe
nominated approximately fourteen to twenty Sls and NCs, or approximately
one-fourth of their pupils. For ease of reference, the non-nominated
students will be designated SC, or socially cempetent. Impl:cnf in this
reference is a basic binary definition of socnalfy compefenf persons,
all those not singled out as incompefent.

Table 2.1 presents the total numbers and percentages ‘of SlI, SC,
and NC identifications made by feacher in the two schools.! As is
cvident from the tabled entries, feachers in both schools were very near!y
identical in the overall percentaqges of students they identified in the
three comnefency catenories.

©
o

‘In a'strict sense the description "made by teachers" applies only-
to the S| and NC identifications; the SF identifications are operationally
definable as the absence of either an s or an NC nomination. Ffor con-
venience of reporting, SC identifications willgaiso be considered "made'.
Ihe term "nominations" will be reserved for fhe )udqmenfal response of
checkina or otherwise actively identifying a hominee. /

g
a

icate those whom you would regard as noticeably social iy *

v
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“in thelr nomlnafing behaviors, -

~

Tabte 2.1

Numbers and Percentages of Si, SC, and NC Identifications.
Made by Teachers in Two Junior High Schools

P

&

No. of ! -~ .
Teach- Teacher ldentifications
ers Y SC NC Total
N (%) N. (%) . . N AD) )
4

School € 268 (14) .,' 1396 (72) 285 (15) . 1949
School F 280 (15) -+ 1265 (70) 264 (15) 1809
Combined | 548 (15) . 2661 (71) ' 549 (15) +3758

;

W3 . o *

2 , S -

Furtner, they made very nearly the same percentage (15) of nomlnaf:ons
for the 5| as for the NC categories. Considering that the average -
teacher nominating |ist had 121 names, this 15 gercent, fi'qure trans-
lates to approximately 18 students Idenflfled as socially lncompefénf
(SI') another 18 as nofoceably competent 'NC), and 86 unchecked, stu-. *
dents as socially competent (SC) S

Though schools were found to be alike in ferms of average feacher
nomnhafion behavior, there were considerable individual+feacher differ-
ences. A-listing of pqpcenfages of students identified by iIndividual .
teachers as SI, SC, and NC is provided in Table 2.2. As may be seen
from this fable fhe 3% participating feachen;varaed cqns:derably ¢

-

The two. special class teachers with small“enrollmenfs and high °
nominatiqn percentages, particularly for the soclaldy I neompetent
.category 62 and 36 percent of their students); considergbly exfeﬂﬂed
this variability, but even without these spec&d‘ clags teachers, the '
percentages of S| nominations ranged consnderably, from a low of 2
percent for a music teacher and a deve!opmenfal readlnq.#eacher to
highs of 27 and 24 percen¥-for a Spanish teacher and a social studies
teacher respectively. S}mp&arly, percentages o§ NC nominations ranged,
from lows of 2 and 3 percent for the mathemetics t®achers in each
‘school to high of 54 percent for a counsebor-math~PE teacher, fpllowed
“by 38 and 32 percent for a hlsfcry~arf teacher, and .a developmerrtat
readlng ‘teacher respectively. Differences between schools
were‘'minor, medians of 8 and 12 percent St nominations, for Schools C
and F respectively and of 14 perc q; NC- nominations in both schools.

Nor did. length of list appear to be related*to percent of students
~ nominated. . _ i v,

The considerable variance in |nd|V|duaI teacher nominating behaviors
evident in the Table 2.2 data operates against high teacher consensus
in that occurences of the same student being nominated by all his teachers
ae limited by the infrequent nominations made by his most conservative
(least nominating) teacher. A further problem is the disproportionate -
‘weight of the conservative teacher's nomination; onjy hls nominees achieve
consensus. '

T 24
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‘ .. Table 2.2
Length o Nominating Lists and Percentages )
of S| and NC Nominations Made by 33 Participating Teachers
N .
= - j —————— — =
Teacher No. of Names Percent - Percent’
. Code on Nom, Lists - ) NC
— L . . ) . - g . ’
. Schoot i 158 16 32
. 2 - 47 -, 1 -1
3 5 86 .2 13
4 282 v 14 ' 1
& 0 52 T2 R {o5=
6 141 ) .. 18 . 9,
7 - S SEERT- YN 9 - 15
& Ty 120 14 C 14
Co- . 9 1568 10 T8
10 69 \ 12 .12
R 151 26 .2
2 . 50 10 54
) ' 13 97 - -20 31
. . 14 . ! ' 91 10 6
15% 8 © 62 12
16 70 4 16
( . 17 92 L. 27 - 15
18 120 7 17
) Schocl F i 77 12 18
2 119 20 .24
v 37 161 20 16
4 . 79 22 14
' 5 . : 144 14 ‘3
) 6 189 13 - .8
% ) 7 55 . 2 -1
g* n 36 36
. "9 an 12 9 -
10 107 . 13 14
’ 1 149 21 ) 9
13 158 1o 8
14 166 . 16 ‘38
15 147 74 10
16 ' 157 8 8
*Soecial ciass teachers.
P
( . .
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' . . .
for the nresent project this problem is probab ly minor, howeveg., sipce ‘
the project samples of SI's and NC's did not require atl teachers to

similarly'nominafa' a student (see Sectian I1.A.3. below),

oY ..Apa;f from the question of variability among teachers in, the pro-
portion of pupils they nominate for the SI. and NC categories Is”the ques-
tion of agreement among teachers as to which particuiars sfqggnfs they

" . nominate.’ Thqygh the Table 2.2 data describing teachers as¥fiftering a .
widely both as” to thé number of students on their lists and the propor- ¢
tions of these students they nominated.mitiqates against very high”inferjf/hfﬂ\‘
teacher agreement, considerable consensus in nomination was nevertheless ,

achieved. . . . P . 1

5 . .. - B
P . .o RN

As has alread§ been stated, most student ‘names appeared on %jx or
more different teacher 1ists. The distribution of students receivina® ™'
varying numbers of Sl,or ,NC nominations on these lists Is presented in

.

Teble 2.3, , . R o
. L Table 2.3 * - - [ '
‘Numbers' of Sfddénfs Receiving Varyina F}équencies pf-SI and NC}Nominafiqnq .
< . . . - °
= = -
. , Number of Nominations - Tot. No. Ss —~
. . ' o ) ~ Rec'ing 1 or
- 0 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 More Noms.
S1 Neminations . :
» School C - 171 68 0. 13 4 8 4 3 130
/ ’ School F 169 59 . 30 20 16 5 2 0 132 . -7
Combined 340 127 60;)’33 20 13 6 3 . 262

NC Nominations: ’ .
' School C 156 80 28 18 8 6 2)

3 145
, School F - 181 45 40 17 . 9 8 "2 0 121" .
Combined 337 125 68 35 17 14 4 .3 266 .
13 , , R

Three hundred and seventy pupilsl (61 percent) were given the same iden-
tification by at least two of their teachers, 136 of these receiving

S| nominations and 147 NC nominations. . One hundred and twentv-nine dif-
—.  ferent student names (roughly 21 percent) were consistently not checked
either 51 or NG by all teachers having these names .

-

‘This’figure cannot be read from Table 2.2 since also included hare
are consisfgnfly non-nominated students. R
N
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Much less frequent were instances of students receiving the same nom-
inations from all of “Meir teachers; only 18 students received S| nom-
inations on every list on whi h their names appeared; no students con-
sistently received NC nomizj} ons,

Considering the generally very lona ltists, it is perhaps un-
realistic to expect very high consensus in nominations. Even so,
80 students received S| or NC nominations from more than three of their
teachers may be noted in summing .along the Table 2.3 rows. .

’ The disagreement among teachers in nominations is most evident
in instances of opposite nominations,-that is, one or more of his
teachers identifying a student as S| and cne or more of his teachers
'denflfvunq that same student as NC. Of the 3,758 names on the 33
teacher lists sthere were 53 nstances (14 perCenf) of .epposite nom-
inations: however, these principally involved only a few of the tea-
chers who apparentiy were using different classification criteria.
These differences in teacher criteria will be commented upon in the
followina subsection. ’

4 3. Repeatability of Teacher Nomination$. To examine the sta-
bitity of the teacher-nominator, performance, .a random samp'e of one-
Tnuru of ‘the teachers were asked to'redo their nominations 1 to 2

. weeks fo!lowiny their initial-nominations. _JThe 12 renomination tea-
chers were aiven fresh lists of their same students with the same
nomination instructions. Their combined lists contained 1,300 student
names. Sliaghtly over 88 percent of these names were identically nom~
inated (or not nominated) on the second administration. On none of
the teachers' lists did a student channe in nomination' from an_incom-
netent to a noticeably competent status or vice versa.’ )

>

Since the 12 percent incidence of non-identical nominations
i< based on individual teacher nomindtions and involved only changes
in the middle competency classification, it seems reasonable to pre-
sume an even higher 'stability (than 88 percent) for the multiple tea-
cher nomination procedures used to select the socially competent-
incompetent subjects for project study (see below).

«

4, Selection of Consensual Samples. In addition to examininq
tcacher nominatina aqreement, another major nroject purpose for ob-
tainina teacher nominations was to reduce, the total student pool of
603% to a more workable sample of the mcre extreme and middle qround
students with respect to perceived social incamputency.

In formir.. samnles of S1, SC, and NC, only students agppearing
on a minimum of rhree teacher lists were considered. Though this re- -
striction eliminated most of the‘special class students (typicallv
these students had |imited teacher contact other than with their spe-
cial class teacher), multiple teacher consensus seemed essential to
minimize |d;osvncraf|c biasing éffacts of the nominator,

P
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A further restriction was elimination of students with opposite
nominations.

) . ’ 1
The remaininq ,fudean were |d9nf|f|ed as '""consensual™ Sl's
or NC's. if they had a minimum of two nominations in that cateqory

independent of the number of non-nominations they received. Sixty-
seven students were therebv classified>Sl, ali but six havina three

_or more S| nominations. The average numt,err of 51 and NC nominations
for these two qroupings were 3.9 and 4.6, resnectively.

« from the-remaining pool of 508 students, a random selection of
56 ,fudonfs havina five or more SC identifications were selected for
the ' 'consensual” SC qroup. However, rather than to entirely exclude @
snecial class students, three gpecial class students, two with only
two SC identifications and one with four SC idenfificafion 3, were
included in the consensual SC qroup. The totai SC group of 59 stu-
_ dents had an averaae of 5.9.5C identifications per SC student.

fable 2.4 provides a description of the consensual SI, SC, and
MC students accordinan to school and sex. These 149 students consti-

ruted the test sample for all the exner|mon}al fesfunn to be described
in Section |11,

o
Table 7.4

Number of Male and Female Consensual S|, SC, and NC Students
. HUsed For txperimental Testina

-

— P

&

Sample  School Number of Teacher ldentifications Received

T 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total
> 3/1 5/1 31 5/ 2/2 30 21/12.
S| F 0/2  8/1 8/8 1/4 1/1 - 18/1¢6
® - Comb. 33 13/8  1i/0  6/5 33 30 39/28
- - % 4 - -
C 1/1 - 3/4  4/5  3/4 1/5 12/19

S0 F - . o/t 6/ 8/7  3/2 -= 11/1)
Comb . 11 0/t 9/ 1212 €/6 /5. 27730

C 170 2/2 33 A/ /6

NC F - 0/1 2/5  0/2 ' 2/8
Comb. 1/0  2/35  5/8  1/3 9/14

Note: Entries to left of slashes are numbers of males, eatries to right

of slashes, number of females receiving identifigations.

-
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B. Teacher Behavior Descriptions.

[}

!. Prccedures. One week after completing their SI-NC nominations,
teachers at each school received individually prepared packets contain-
ina behavior description sheets to be used for S| and NC students whom
thev had,oreviously nominated. . «

These behavior descripfion sheets consnsfed of several pages, each
identified with the teacher's code, a student's name, and the nomina-
tion classification that teacher had qiven him. The rest of the paae
provjded space tfor teachers to write sponfaneous descriptions of be-
haviors exhibited by that student relating to the teacher's |q|f|al
nomination of him. The teachers were given several days to return the
$1-NC packet, after which they received a second nacket containina
description sheets for students categorized as SC, that'is, nelfher
nominated S| nor NC by them. b

~

The behavior descripotion sample of students was assigned to tea-
chers so that each teacher would describe at leasi one student, whom he
had identified previously in each of the Si, SC, and NC categories.

"Further, only students consensually identified as either SI, SC, or

NC were tu be included, and all included S| and SC students were to
anpear on at least two teachers' lists. The.fact that eight of the
orininal nominatina qroup of 33 teachers were unable to continue their
participation at this :point and #ne reasonableness of keeping teacher
tasks to a maximum of ten student names precluded strict adherence to
these criferig.

Affer-fhe;faéf counts revealed tndt all but one of the participa-
ting 25 teachers- described at least one student from each nominating
cateqory. A total of 121 of the 149 consensually identified students
were included for behavior descriptions. In all, the 25 participating
teachers completed 202 student descriptions, al! but a few of these
teachers describing eight er more students. The breawnsut and number
of descrintion sheets completed by “the particinating teachers is pre-
sented in Tatle 2.5. The row total for School C and the row total for
the combined schools are reported as 62 and 121, respectivelv, instead
of 71 and 230, since nine School C students appeared both as Sl's and
SC's on different teacher sheets, depending on how that teacher had

. earlier categqnrized him. .

N

2. Analysis of Behavior Statements. Some 1,258 di%ferent behavior
statements were collected from the 25 participatina teachers describing
the 121 students. These statements were first sorted by a project team
into 80 groupings or kinds of simil@r behavior statements and then
further col lected under five major headings.

[

Sfafemenfs were also classified as to negative or positive, that
is, statements that a student performed a clearly desirable action or
a clearly undesirable om.

29




2.9
Table 2.5

g9
Number of Subjects Described and Number of Behavior Description Sheets
7 Completed by.School C and ¥ Teachers

Schoo| - No. of si sC - NC Total -
Teachers N .
2
C 15 32 (52) 24 (42) 15 (15) 62 (109)
F e 10 . 24 (37 . 25 (46) 10 (10) 59 ( 93)
Comb. 25 56 (89) 49 (88) 25 (25) 121 (202)

0
A

Note: The first entry is the number of sub jects described; the parenthe-
tic entry, the number of behavinr description sheets comp leted.

Llassification of statements as positive, uncertain, or neaative was made
by the project personnel independent of their knowledge of the student's
consensual identification. With only three exceptions all the 575 descrip-
tive statements made of the S{ nominated students were judged as neqative.
Simitarly, all but one of the 204 descriptive statements made of the NC
nominated students were judged positfve. Of the 479 teacher statements
for non-nominated SC students, 312 -were judged positive, :30 were dudged
negative and 128 statements not clearly positive or negative. Apparently
the non-nominated students were considered by their feachers as exhibiting
generalfy favorable behaviors. -

The five major behavior classification headings developed for the
1258 teacher behavior statements deal with the followina:

1. Socialization behaviors such as sociability, éefflnq along ‘.

with others, relating well, etc. )

2. Appearance,hygiene, and health.

/
3. Academically related behaviors such as truancy, underachiev-
ing, making little effort in class, seldom following class in-
structions, etc.

4. Deportment, such as dlsclpliﬁe problems, fighting, lack.of
seif-control, ignoring school rules, destruction of others'
- property, smoking, stealing, using drugs, sexual freedom,

5. More general personal qualities such as lack of confidence,
defensiveness, lack of motivation, stubborness, distrustfulness,
inconsiderateness, extreme self-consciousness, etc.

With the exception of very fewsynclassifiable statements which were there-
fore deleted, such as "transferred in at mid-year", all teacher descrip-
tions were listed under one of these five categories.

— -
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2.10

The number of behavnor descrloflons receivec by each sfudenf tal -
lied acoording to each ‘of the fivé description categories, were Ilsfed by

teacher for each student. The average number of teacher behavior state-

ments made per student for each of the five description headings is pre-
sented in Table 2.6. |

As may be seen from the Table 2.6 entries, teachers in the two schools
differed as to the number of descriptive statemente they made of their
students and distributed these somewhat differently over the five descrip-
tion headinas. The major difference between schocls appears in the tea-
chers' use ot the "deportment" type of statement for their S| students,
with School f teachers writinc Iessw#han one of these negative deport-
mentirelated behavior statemeAts per two‘S| students and School C tea-
chers writing two or three such statements per student. Thic same differ-
ence in fewer statements made. by $chool F teachers is evident to a lesser
deqree for academic-related behaviors, the School F teachers writina fewer
neqative statements for their Sl's and fewer'positive statements for their
NC's than did the School C teachers.

On tne average. the School C teachers wrote seven behavior descriptions
per student to the School F teachers' five...fxcepting the differences
iust noted, the-teachers' behavior descriptions from both schools were
aenerally similar. Teachers from both schools made very few mentions

of student appearance or health and averaqed onlv one to two statements

ner student dealing with each of the cafeoorles nf sociability, academic
wqrk, and general personar‘fra'fs. Both schools! highest per student
statements were for NC nominees within the Personal Traits cateqory,

an average of 4.4 statements per student descrlpflon sheet.,

Considerira all behavior description cateqories' together, the areat-
est number of statements tended to be written about NC students (an av-

‘erage between 8 and 9) with one or two fewer statements written about

St students and one less statement again (an average between 4 and 3)

« written about fhe SC students.

In developing the averages presented in Table 2.6, examinations'
were also made of the number of statements made about individual students.
Contrary to expectations that within each nominational cateqory (SI,
5C, and NC) sorhe students would have many more statements written.about
them, a aeneral sameness among students was the rule; seldom did any
one student receive even.half ajain as many descriptive statements as
did his average qroup member.

The possibility of weighting various descriptions of each student
according either to frequenty or severity of behavior, though earlier
considered, was disgarded as a doubtful payoff task. Aside from notina
(1) the frequencies of statements made within different behavior descrip-
tion categories for differently nominated subjects and the fact that
NC students received only positively worded statements, S| students, with
very minor exceptions, only negatively worded statements, and SC students
a mixture of both, (2) and the fact that NC students received more be-
havior s 3tements than either the S| stydents or the SC students, the more
Important contributicn of the free-response teacher behavior descriptions
is their content, the kinds of hehavior they note.

I 1 §
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\J

The initial project sorting of fhe original 1258 teacher statements
into 80 grouns of nearly idéntical statements is offered in Appendix A
to this reporf alonq with an dcconpanyina notation of frequency. of
each'grouping's use by teachers in descriting their SI, SC, and NC -
students. Further mention of these teacher behavior desquoflons will
be made in considering teacher checklist respénses in the following
subsection. - -

[y

C. Social Incompetency Checklist

1. Procedures. After completing their behavior description sheets,
24 of the 25 participating teachers described a further sampie of their -
students using a modified versron of the Parker Social Incompetency
Checklist (PSIC). !

The original checklist consisting or 241 items focusing on behav-
jors relevant to social incompetence, was developed as part of Parker's

doctoral study (Parker, 1970). The items were gathered both from extant '

tield-tested instruments used with retarded and behaviorally disturbed

" younasters, such as the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Checklist (Nihira, et al.,

1069}, the Walker Checklist (Walker, 1968), and from interviewing and
*rial festing with adolescent and adulf populatiocns,

The items covered a wide rangg of generally non-positive behaviors
ranging from "bodily assault" to "star+ into space", behaviors describ-
able independent of particular settings afd dealing with more general
behaviors fhan more specific, such as, "years Inabpropriafe clothing"
rather than "wears skirts too short". These-items sampled both personal
and social mala?ap*lveness and attempte distjnguish between dqyiancy
and deficiency. b, keeping with this latier distinction, a tarqe num-
ber of his checklist items were paired in terms of "intentionality", °
one item stating or implying the actor's pumosiveness such as, "deli-
berately annoys others", and its mate stating ar implying inability,
lack of skill, or ianorance, such as, "annoys others without meaninq
to do so". , ) Co

. [

»

For, nroject useé, the PSIC was reduced to 227 items for School C
teachers and furthér -reduced to 212 items for School F teachers, the
latter version eliminating such unused items as '"commits murder".

The 212-item PPSIC ¥ presented in Appendix B. '

As was the behavior description packet, the PSIC was a teacher take-
home instrument. The names of six of his students, two of whom he had
earlier described as S|, two earlier described as SC, and two he had
earlier identified as S! or 'SC but not described, were entered across
the top of each of the pages of the checklist.

L4

Tsee Section 1 above. .

B
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The instructions were simply fo'theck the behavior in fté‘!‘lumn under
that $fudent's name if It applied to that |nd1V|duaI sfudenf. g

Neither frequency ner deqree of unacc?pfabllify was included in
the project version ‘of Parker's checklist’, Since-all *he PSIC items
involyed general ly neqative behaviors, students earlier described as
e " NC were not included in the PSIC, '

., 2. Teacher Agreement on the PSIC. The number of students de-
scrilied.and the number, of PSIC's compteted by the participating tea-
chers are reported in Table 2.7. As with Table 2.5, the .row, totals
are not necessarily the sum of corresponding row entries since a few
students were described (by different teachers) as both Sl's and
-SC's.- _ .
’ . . VAN

In all, 148 PSIC's were completed for 84 of the consensually’
identified $1-SC students. <Forty-five of these students were multi-
ply .listed, that is, described by two or more of ‘their teachers.
TFhese multiple feacher descriptions nrovided for direct examination of y

: the inter-teacher consistency in student description.4 Checklist
responses from teachers_describing the same student were paired and
freauencies of PSIC items similarly checked or unchecked for th
Garflcular student were tallied and converted into agreement ‘perc ] .y
tages. These percentage fiqures are reporfed in Table 2.8. Two
! . participating teachers are not included in this table since none of
their six students ware on any other teacher's PSIC. “
The 57 percentages fwice entered in the Table 2.8 teacher agree-
ment matrix provide generally high inter-teacher consistenty descrip-
tions for the 14 School C and 10 School F teachers who deséribed
J students in common with other teachers. The average percentages °
. " recorded in the column to the right of the matrix range from a low
of 73 percent to a high of 92, with a median value of 84 percent. :
This 84 percent figure. descrlbes the average agreement between pairs
' of teachers completing the PSIC for the same student or students
. and includes agreements in both ‘checking and nonchecking of PSlC
! items. ° ; .

>

' v
‘Thouqh conceptual ly promnsnnq, operationally neither "frequency"

nor "unacceptability" appeared to add +o Parker's measures (Parker,
1970).

N €

2 ..
The uniqueness of Wording and selected vocabulary precluded
similar interteacher-examinations for the behavior description sheets.

«
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*  Table 2.7 . A

$

Number of Students” Described and Number of PSIC's Comp leted
b\ School C and Scho8l F teachers

. No. ok .
Scheol Teachers SI - SC Total
c 14 .27 (41). 28 (47) ., 44* ( 88)
P 0 21 (27) 24 (31) 40* ( 58)
Comb . zq% 48 (68 - 52 478) 84% (146) ,
5 ! '

‘Note: The fifst entry is the number of Eubjecfs described;
' the parenthetic entry, the number of descriptfions made.

*Total doés not agree with.sum of S| ahd SC because some stu-
dents were described as both and appear in both counts.

‘To achieve a high percent agreement two conditions must hold,
that both téachersof the pair check approximately the same proportion ‘’
of PSIC items and that a sizeable number of the same items are checked.
In the extreme case)3of course, a pair of teachers Checking very few or <ﬁ>
nearly all of the PSIC items would garh a very high, agreement percentage.
Indeed, -in part the higher percentages for the School i tecchers may be
suspected as partial)y due to their checking of fewer PSIC items (see Table
2.12 below) thandid-the Schop! € ‘teachers. However, within either school
the dack of a discernable relationship between number of PSiC items checked
and t. achers agreement percentage empirically weakens this concern.

3. Effect on PSIC of Earlier Teacher Descriptions. in-examining

" the teacher use of the PSIG, a preliminary check was made regarding the
effect of the teacher's ‘having or no¥'having previously described a stu-
dent. As may be remembered, every teacher list was to include both gtudents
who had been earlier described by that tdacher.in the free-response tea=
cher description sheets arid some who had not. A comparison of number

of PSIC statements checked for previously described and non-previously des-
"cribed students involved simply taliying and averaging.of those PSIC state- .
ments checked 'for these two student groupings. In preparing these tallies
the S1-5C identification of the student was maintained in the ,sense that

a teacher's PSIC checks for his noh-previously described SC students were
contrasted only with that teachen's PSIC checks for his other SC students,
and, similarly for S| students. 4

+

]If should be noted that very few of the non-previously described
students were Sl's, which largely accounts for the smaller averaqes of
17.8 and 17.1 reported here. (See Table 2.9 for the total group S| and
SC averages.)

-
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. Table 2.8

" Teacher Percentane Agreement Matrix for the PSIC *

School C ' //’
. 3 H

L 1 2 3 4 5 6 78 9 10 11.12 13 ég,ﬁii
;;"//’ ‘ -
1. 85 87 79 82 90 86 72 89 |84
"2 85 ‘ 68 - 71 . 82 58 | 73
3 85 82 91 100 80 91 96 89
4 87 85 77 ° 83 82 80 85 70 80
5 79 82 87 72 76 . 75 83 |80
6 68 91 77 87 75 82 84 . 78 |80
7 82 1100 72 75 79 97° 84
8 7Y 80 83 76 82 76 78
9 ~| 90 .82 . 82 84 72 8683
10 - 91 80 . 82 719 78 82
. " - 85 84 97 84 82 ° 94 |89
12 86 82 96 ) 82 74 . 84
12 72 .70 15 76 72 78 74
' 14 89 58 . 83 78 T 86 94 74 81
1 ‘ T,
. Schoo! F * -
Tea- 12 35 6 7 9 10]|X
cher ' p

95 90 {90
70 80

82 | 87

93 91

89 97, 86 |90
94 | 9%
- 87
88

-r

70 93 97
90 82, 86

O W NOWMNN -

—

Note: Entries are percentages of agreement with- régard to PSIC items
checked and unchecked for the same student by pair'ng;of teachers
identified by row and column numbers.
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£

These tallies revaaled fhaf the averace number of PSIC sfafempnfs
checked by teachers for those students previously desé’/bed by them
was 17.8 as comnared to 17.1 for students not previously described
by theri. The .7 differgnce was clearly neither practically nor sta-
tistically significant. Apparently the “procedural concern that prior
exnlicit consideration by a teacher of a student would increase his
later attributing checklist statements to him (oossnbly because of
heightened recall or focusY was not operating for the samole of partici-
pating ;teachers.

4, Comparison of PSIC and Teacher Behavior Descriptions. To permit
comoarlsons of the PSIC with the teacher behavior descriptions discussed
in the previous subsection, the 212 PSIC items were sorted into the same
five behavior description ‘categories devised for teacher descrintions,
The frequencv and nercentage.of PSIC:items sorted into these five cateqories
together with similar distributions for the teacher descriptions are ore-
sentet in the middle and left secticdns of Table 2.9.

Unlike ‘the free response teacher descriptions, which distributed
themselves somewhat evenly across all but the seldom mentioned Appearance-
Health cateqory, the PSIC jtems were found to be much more heavn’y focused
on Deportment (student conguct): over haif of the 212 FSIC items' fall
|n10 this behavior category to the comparative neglect of items in the
Sociability or Academic catggories. @

. Thoygh fheorefically the cateqory distributions of PSIC items con-
.sfrbln the actual number of checks teachers might make within cateqories,
this constraint was not operational since no teacher checked nearly al|
the nossible PSIC items within a category. The maximum number of total
PSIC items checked for a student was 105.

. v

The number of checks teachers made within each of the #five categories
of PSIC items are summarized as per pupil per teacher averaqes for describ-
ing S| and for deseribing SC students in the rightmost columns of Table
2.9. As may be .noted from this table, teachers on the average selectegd a  *
similar proportion of items from each of thé five behavior cateqories.

This was true both for their descriptions of S| and of SC students. In.
describing either student, about half of the PSIC items checked for that
student were on the average from the Deportment category (which represented
anproximately half the total PSIC) with another third of the checked items
coming from the .Personal Traits cateqory (which represented about one-fhlrd
of the total PSIC).

* R

"AIl item breakouts and average' response patterns for the longer 227-
item PSIC used in School C were very nearly identjcal with those for ‘the
212~item PSiC. To simplify reporting, tallies for the 227-item PSIC .are
reported conjointly with those for the 212-item PSIC.

-
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s " Tabde 2.9

s +

{ . Frequency and Percentage of Teacher Descriptions and PSIC |tems
Within Each of the Five Behavior Categories

‘ Teacher Descriptions PSIC I|tems
Behavior - Average No./Student No. of 'Averbgé No./Sfudent
Gategory: . Si SC { tems St ) SC
Sociability | 1.4 {22) 1.4 (26) A3 1.3 (4 ﬁ (3 -
App.-Healfh‘ .4 (6) J 2y 13 { 6) 1.2 ( 4) 5 (3)
Academic? 1.5 (23) 1.1 (20) 19 ( 9) : 4.9 (15) 2.0 (14) ‘
Deportment 1.6 (25) .4 ( Z) 111 (52) . 15.9 (48) 6.8 (47) .
Pers. Traits| 1.6 (25) 2.5 (46) 62 (29) . 9.6 (29) 4.8 (33)
Totsl 6.5 . 5.4 212 32.9 14,5

Note: The percentage for each fréquency is given in parentheses fol~
fosing ‘each frequency,

o

. .
! ° . A - : s

4

Comparing these and the 'remaining PSIC percentages with’ those for

free-response teacher descriptions to the left of*Table 2.9 reveals
sharp differences in teacher responses on the two formats for student |
description. Other than .to speculate on the more fatiquing and person-
ally demanding free~response task which commoniy yielded five to seven
behavior statements by a teacher of his student as contrasted with two
- to five times ‘as many statements checked, no-explanation of these dif-
terences is apparent from the data. Quite clearly, the two different
procedures for soliciting teacher descriptions of his studemts ‘lead to
different emphases with respect to "kind".of student behavior described.

_An inquiry of soecial interest with respect to the teacners’ ‘use of
tH8 PSIC concerned possibBle differences in their checking of thé different
. PSIC items for S's whom they had earlier described as S| or SC. The ear-
lier .reported teacher description data (see preceding subsection B.2)
permitted only gross SI-SC-NC comparisons of teacher emphases and number
of statements made regarding these student groups. The fact that all
teachers were using a common item checklist paol supported a more care-
ful statistical analysis of the PSIC data. For each of the five item
behavior categories notad in Table 2.9, matched t tests were computed
to examine the differences in average number of PSIC items checked by the
sgme tpacher describing students he had earlier identified as $1 and SC.
These computations are summarized in Table 2.10. '

3
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_or both, would have been suspect.

“Table 2.10
l v
Summary Data for Matched t Tests of Differences
in Number of PSIC Items Checked by 24 Teachers ) ¢
Describing Their S| and SC Students o

> | 522:;;:; Mean  Diff. t :
Sociabi lity gé 1:2 9 ) 19 \5'5.16**
App.-Health B BT ;.43**
Academic gé ;:g 2.0\?<’ .75 3 g5k
cerormment 2L %Y e s s.oen
Fers. Traits 8| Zig 4.8 1.04  4.68%%
Total ° o 27 184 3,08 5.08%%

¥%*Sianificant at the .01 tevel.

As is evident in Table 2.10, for all behavior categories -signi~
ficant differences (at the .01 level) were obtained favoring the S|
student; i.e., teachers checked more PSIC items for thelr SI students
than for their SC students. Though this result is not unexpected,
since incompetence is generally definable as negative behavior and
all the PSIC items were considered negative, it.provides further assur-
ance of' the teacher as a dependable, internally, consistent arbiter of
ssocial ‘behavior. Had there not been reliable differences between the
‘number of PSIC items checked for SI and SC students by the same tfeacher,
either the relevance of the PSIC items or the judgment of the teacher,

-

3y

were written specifically to force arbiter response in terms of his
perception of the intentionality or non-intentionality of the S's be~ -
havior. One anticipated difference in teacher use of the PSIC was that
teachers would check mofe intentional than unintentional statements for
their S1 students tham for their SC students. A further consideration
here was the possibility of sex differences within both the S| and

SC groups, in particular, the expectation that intentionality might *
be ascribed more to males ‘than to females.

39

5. Presumed Intentionality of PSIC Behaviors for S| and SC Students. |
- As described in the preceding subsection C.1, a number of fhe PSIC items

-
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To examine fhesefébncerns teacher responses ware tallied by behavior
category, by sex, ‘and according to the lnfenftonaI-untnfenfional~empha- .
sis of the PSIC 1;%/5 Frequencies of teacher checking responses within :
these cafeqories ;usfed for number of items and number of either boys
or girls per: behavior cafeqory are reported in Table 2.11 as nercentaqes
of PSIC items checked.

.{( 3.
¢ i ¢ . -
¥ - , . Table 2.11
Percentages of Intentional and Unintentional PSIC Items
‘Checked for Sl's and SC's in Each of Five~Behavior ‘Categories
B P T SC
Behavior No. of | Male Female Comb. | Male Female Comb.
?i;;gory . .ltems N=44 N=24 N=68 N=39 N=39 N=78
“‘*”gg;iabillf! ' : , i S
Intentional . 1 | 11. . o0 7.l o 0 0
Unintentional 2 25 23. N 24 3 10 "6
App'. -Hea Hh \
Intentionat 2 2 1 2 1 1 1
Unintentional 5 10 7 9 4 3 3
Academi ¢ . _
Intentional 5 | 23 119 8 4 6
Unintentional 9 31 18 - 26 8 iG 9
Deportment
Intentional 33 20 - 12 18 100 4 7
Unintentional 23 13 10 A2, 1 05 4 - 4
"Pers. Traits -
- Ve . ,
ntentional 4 31 12 - 257 6 . 10 . 13
* Unintentionat - 10 25 15 .22 4 5 8 6
* R .
~ Tofal i
Intentional . 45 20 " 17 10 4 7
% Unintentional 49 19 13 17 5 6 A

/

Note: N's are number .of forms completed.

-
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As may be read from the lowér row in the S| section of Table 2.1,
the same percentages of intentional and unintentiona! PSIC behavioral

- statemenfs (17 percent each) were checked on the 68 PSIC forms completed

for the 44 S| students. Similarly, only minor differences .are apparent
between the percentages of intentional and unintentional items checked

"for either the S| gales or females, though males received nearly twice

v

as many checked sfatements, approximately 9 or 10 Items for S| males
and 5 or 6 for the S| females. These percentanes varied among i tem
grounings, with the highest percentage of intentional items checked

for the Personal Trait items for males (31 percent) followed by 23 per-
cent for the Academic ‘category ‘items and 20 percent for the Deportment
category items for the males. ' -

The percentages in the right portion of Table 2,11 _for the 78 PSIC
forms completed for the 41 SC.students, . though general ly only half

those for the Si students, aaain were approximately the same for the

intentional and unintentional PSIC statements, 7 and 6 percent, respec-
tively. Though within the sex groupings, males tended-to receive twice
the percentage of intentional than of unintentional items in most of the
behavior groupings, these differences were small numerically and were
cenerally balanced by a slightly larger percentage of unintentional
statements checked for the females.
T k4

In total, the Table 2.11 data suggests no particular emphasis
on intentional as opposed to the unintentional behavicr items for either
the S| or SC groups. The'expectation that the teachers would ascribe
more purposivenesc or deviancy (as contrasted with nordeliberateness
of deficiency) to the negative behaviors of students whom they had
nominated as socially ‘incompetent than to their non-nominated students
was 1ot supported. Apparently the contrco!ling considerations for nom-
inating a student socially incompetent were indenendent of the deviancy~
deficiency judamental dimension postutated by Parker and supported for
his arbiter grdups of counselors, parents, and teenagers (Parker, 1970).

6. School and Teacher Uifferences in Use of the PSIC. As may
be recalled, the earlier examination {subsection B,2) of teacher behavior
descriptions revealed interschool differences with respect to emphasis
or frequency of kinds of behavior statements made by teacher in the
two-'schools. Teachers in both schools ditfered both in the total number
of statements-they wrote about their students (aporoximately seven state-
menfs per studsnt by School C teachers and.five for “School F ‘teachers)
and in behavioral omphases (Schoo! € teachers wrote roughly three times
As many Deportment types of statements as did School F teschers and riearly
iwice as many Academic types of statements). This subsection extends.
that interschool comparison to.the PSIC. Table 2.1? presents the fre-
aquencies of School C and F teachers' checklist resnonses on the PSIC.

’

As is apparent from Table 2.12 data, thé School C teachars in qen-
eral checked about half again as many PSIC items in describing their
SI students as aid the School F teachers, these differences beinqg most
pronounced in the more populur response hehavior cateqorics of Ueport-
ment, Academic, and Personal Traits. In the total 217-item PSIC, the
average School F teacher checked 38 items as compared to 24.4 for the
School C teacher.

’ 5 |
EN - . , .
. N . \ ‘

Mo




Tabie 2.12

Frequency and Percentage of School C and School F Teacher Checklist -
Responses on the PSIC for Each of the Five Behavior Categories

Rehavior No. of . Aver. No. PSIC Items/Student
Category PSIC . 51 . SC
. ltems . Schoo! C School F School C School F
Sociabillty % ( 3) 1.2 ( 3) )f 1.5 ( 6) ,6 ( 3) .h (2
App.-Health 13 ( 6) 1.2 (3 ° 1.2 (%) LT 4) 0 2) .
Academic 19 ( 9) 6.2 ( 6) 3.0 (12) 2.6 (13) 1.0 (1&) -

Deportment 11 52) " 18.1 (50) 11.0 (45) | 10.0 ¢50) 2.6 (42)
Pers. Traits 6. :9) 10.9 (29)  * 7.8 (32) | ~.3 (31) 2.5 (40).

—

El

Total 212 © 38.0 24.4 19,9 ) 6.3

Note: The percentaae for each frequency is gliven innpareaneses fol low=
ing each frequency. I

These interschool differences were especially accentuated for the
SC students, who typically received somewhat less “than half as many
- checked items as the SI students (see subsection C.4, above). As may be
noted in the final row of Table 2.i2, the average number of checks given
their SC students by Schicol C teachers was 19.9, just more than three times as
many 'as the 6.3 average from the School F teachers.

The differences between schoojs, though clearly in evidence, are not
as distinct as suggested by the average figures just quoted. Examina-
tion of individual’teacher use of +.e PSIC revealed very extreme differences
among teachers as to the number of items they checked, even within SI
and SC qrouoings. These ranged from highs of 105 and 98 PSIC items checked
(by School C teachers of S| -students) to lows of 1 and 2 items checked
(bv School C teachers of S| students). The within-teacher variability
was frequently auite larga and seemingly idiosyncratic, apparently de-
pending on the particular teacher-student combination; for e :ample the
School C teacher with the higher number of PSIC checks of 105 for an
S| student also checked 76, 57, 52, 26, and 27 PSIC items for his other
five students, ohly the last of whem was not an Sl ‘student.

But wtthin-teacher differentiation is not a problem per se; indeed
such differences are both to be expected and encouraged. What is more
of a problem are instances of the same student receiving many PSIC item
checks from-some of his teachers and very few fiom others. )

£
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interteacher variability of 20 to 40 PSIC items was not uncommon, the

qrossest case again being the S| student receiving 105. checks from one

teacher, 98 from a second, but only 10 PSIC item checks from a third, |

thouah all had nomlnafed this student as socially |ncompefenf °
The foreqoing were individual teacher response: frequencies.

The teacher average number of PSIC Items checked were, of course, less

variable but stitl far from similar. The average number cf checks

aiven their students ranged from 63 to 6 items checked for 15 School

C teachers: for their S| students, from 55 to 2 for these same teachers

for their SC students, from 54 to 7 for 10 School F teachérs for their

S1 students and from 14 to 1 for these same (School F) teachers for

their SC students. Only in the last groupina of 10 School F teachers

was there reasonable homogeneity, a common fendencv not to check many

PSIC i1tems.

Generally, a teacher checking relatively more PSIC items for his
S| students was also a relatively high checker for his S€ students,
though @ven here there were considerable-excentions. The product moment
correlations between the average numberlgf*PS'b i tems checked for the

two student aroups was a moderate .59! - !

L

In ageneral, the conclusion with respect to teacher use of the
PSIC would seem tovbe one of (1) marked interteacher differences, with
extreme variations in number of PSIC checks made of the same student
by different teachers, (2) a considerable intrateacher variation even
within S1 or SC student aroups, teachers varying considerably in the
number of PSIC items they checked for different students whom they had
similarly identified as either S| or SC, and (3) consistent di fference . v
between schools, with School C teachers checking approximately twice
as manv PSIC items. .

On the other hand, it should be noted that teachers in both schools
when describing either their S| or SC students checked roughly the same
proportion of the Deportment, Academic, Personal Traits, Appearance,
and Sociability referent PSIC items with a consistently heavy loading
of roughly 50 percent of the checked items dealina with Deportment and
another third Personal Traits. ] .

In nelther school “id teachers especially characterize either
their S| or their SC students' negative behaviors as intentional rather
than unintentional. Sex differences in ascribed Intentionality were
also tacking. However, independent of intentionality, sex differences
were generally in evidence, teachers checking nearly half again as
many items four the male as for the female students (7.6 items checked
for males as contrasied with 5.3 for females), with females receiving
twice as many checks on soclability items as males but males receiving
twice as many checks on the more numorous Deportment items.

The total picture of feacher‘opéﬁ—ended descripfloﬁhand behavior
check list response suggests marked teacher differences. Only in their
global nominational task was there considerable agreement. (learly,
using a recall procedure of the type In this study, several responders
are needed to describe student behavior,

: .43
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And surely more variability may be expected to be introduced using des-
cribers or judges with different backgrounds and different settings.
The home :interview sample described in the next section of this report
provides additional data refevant to this consideratlon.

-




Section 111

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF EXPERIMENTAL MEASURES
‘ » OF. S, SC, AND NC STUDENTS
, l
The preceding section described a teacher nomination procedure for-

identifying Socially Incompetent (S1), Soctally Competent (SC), and
Noticeably Socially Competent (NC) junior Hfgh’schoo! youngsters and
subsequent free-response and checklist behavioral descriptions provi ded
by the teachers of these same students, which fogefhef afford an operating

teacher-definition of social incompetence.

Apart from teacher description, it is appropriate to examine
student measures. The present section reports a further description of
these three competency qroups in terms of four sets of experimental mea-
.sures, each possibly related to "social compptence" from a different
" perspective: . (1) a measure of the student's socigl inferential ability,.
(2) measurés of his knowledge of persons importardt to him and his ,judg-
ment of their social relations, (3) measures of his home and out=of-school
social activities based on a detailed self-report schedule, and (4) social,
fami ly, and school reports based upon home interview with parents and
with the student himself. c o

Because of the considerable testing time which would have been re-
auired for students to complete all of these tests, different subsamples
SI, SC, and NC were asked to participate in different testing sessions.
Negative replies to requests for parent permission.and student absentes
further, reduced sample sizes. The 4esting was initiated in the spring
‘0t 1970, a month following the teacher nominations, and additional stu-
dents ware tested during the .following fall. The home interviews were
all conducted following the Christmac vacation break in the winter of
1971, ‘ ’

Teble 3.1 presents a summary description of the: consensually defined
31, SC, and NC students in " terms of school grade, sex, age-at the time
of teacher nomination, and 10 principally derived from the California
- Test of Mental Maturity administered one to three: years,previously
‘Subsamp le descriptions of particular students participating in each test-
ing will be presented in the subsection of this report describing that
testing. -

A. Social Inferential Ability

»~

1. Procedures. The ability to recognize and correctly interpret
social cues has been aenerally considered by numerous writers jn the
area of social rehabilitation to be prerequisite to appropriate behaving
in gsocial situations. Since a specific handicap of many of the retarded
is their failure to inobtrusively comply with the demands made by their
settings, a special social perceptyal training curriculum was. deve loped
to teach retardates these needed.skills {Edmdnson, leach, Leland, 1969).

L4
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N . Table 3,1

® " Description of SI, SC, and NC, Samples

Number of Males .and Females and CA 3nd |0 Means and Ranges

N lSex CA 19!
- M F Mean Range Mean Range
. S| 67 . 39 -28 167.Q  151~187 87.8  56-122
5C 59 29 30 .165.5  151-185  102.5  58-126
NC 23 9 14 170.1  15i-181 114.5  102-126
' Total 149 77 72 166.9  151-187 98.5  56-126 ’

10 available for only. 125 students.

A major byproducf of that curriculum effort was the development
of the Test of Social Inference (TSI) as a criterion measure to assess
the effectiveness of that fraining curriculum (Edmonson, de Jung &
Leland, 1965). The TSI is an objective picture interpretation test
adm:nlsfrable to retarded adolescents which reliably identifies persons
in terms of their ability to make appropriate interpretations of soclal
cues.

From 1964 to 1969, “the TS| underwent several revlsions bofh with
respect to content and to scoring instructions. The final test form,
.which has gainéd considerable u?e in diverse educational and vocational
settings throughout the- country’, contains 35 pictures.

The TS} pictures are presented one at a time to the subject in an
individual testing session. The test administration general ly takes.

, from 20 to 45 minutes. The pictures cover a wide range of social scenes,
some familiar and uncomplicated, some less familiar and complex. Though
the subject is encouraged to tell freely "what the picture is about",

» the examiner's interest is principally focused upon the subject's in-
ferential responses, that is, statements about.the picture which go beyond

description or naming of the immediate detall. A listing of creditable
f{ tnterential responses for each picture is presented in fhe Scoring Guide
(t dmonson, Havens, & Carrell, 1967), N

»~ -
In preparing the TSI for ddministration to an essentially non-retarded
oonulafign, nine ot the 35 TS| pictures were eliminated as aeneral ly
Xy easy. -

-
1 4
- .

4

]An extensive compilation of these data is presented as a supplement
, to this final report.

2y iminated items were 2, 3, 5, 10, 12, 19, 21, 22, and 26. (See
Scorina Guide.) — s
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[ [ ]
Five examiners were trained for the spring testing and, due to project
statf attrition, another three for the fall. Tests were aqiven in nian«
dard, individuat, untimed sessions averaqinq ahout 25 minutes and ranq-
ing from 14 to 40 minutes, Tho fcoring Guide was vsed as .4 criterion
for creditable responses.  “ests were scored by the two-pbus .coring
system developed by “mith (1968) which credits the student one point for
each picture to which he Fesponds with two or more creditable inferences
anq no credit for less than-two creditable inferences.

The fés*inq began in the spring of 1970, with 30 School C and 33 School

- F students tested. Twenty-eight of the School C students were retested
after an intervening week to provide test-retest reliability data. An
additional 24 students were tested the following fall, extending the test
samole to include more students tested on other measures and particutarly
to include NC students. .

Table 3.2 presents the sex breakout and the CA and 1Q means and ranaes
for the total sample of 87 students receiving the TSl. These 87 students
included 37 Sl's, 37 SC's and 13 NC's. As may be noted bv comoaring
these data with the total sample dafa inTable 3.1, no sex, CA, or I
selection biases were apparently introduced 'in selecting the 151 sample.

. Table 3.2
~ ' ' ) <
CA and 10 Means and Ranaes a?,
) For Mates and Females Tested on the TS)
H l/ r %
. ca! 10? .
N Mean Ranae.. . N Mean Ranae
“ales 45 166.4 151-184 38 96.5 57-126
" Females 42 166.0 152-185 35 9916 63~126

r

Combined 87 166.1 151-1865 73 98.0 57-126

'ca in fall 1970, ‘ o -

2IO'sinof avallable for 14-students.

»

2. Analysis and Results. As has beem reported (Fdmonson, Leland,
de Junqg & Leach, 1967), retest reliabilitv coefficients for administra=
tionof the 35-|fem TSI to retarded pobulations have been aenerally in
the 80's and 90's. The test-retest scores for the 26-item TS| administered
to the ‘School C students similarly yielded a reasonably hiah product moment
correlation- of -.83. As with most of the retarded sample? which were
tested earlier, scores improved sliahtly unon retesting. The ‘averaae
tirst 1Sl score for the 28 School C students was 16.2; the retest averace
score was 18,1,

Ha response to this nroblem, two alternative short forms of the
i%1 were developed 'in the course of the project. (See cupnlemen ),

- | 47 .
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3.4
. However, since for the preseﬁf study only first TS| scores were to
be used, this retest gain does not enter into analysis.

The major question of interest with respect to the TS| scores was
whether junior high school students consensually-nominated as competent
(NC's) would score higher on'the soc;a! inference test than would stu-
y " dents ot as favorably identified, i.e., the SC's and Sl's. Accordingly,
the TS} data were examined in ferms of lnleldual comparlsons between
each pairing of the three groups, using the ANOVA within=-subjects mean
.sauares 3s the error term (Winer, 1962, p.100). A summarv of this !
analysis is provided in Table 3.3. '

" Table 3.3 . .

- ‘Summary Data for Individual Mean Comparisons of
TS| Scores for Sg, SC, and NC Students

Sample Size Mean lndividgab Meari Comparisons ’
S| R SO 14.4 S| with SC 2.72 v
5C 57 " 16.0 "SC with NC  4,97*
NG T 15 19.0 SI with NG~ 11.69%*
Total 87 15,8

*XSjianificant at the .01 level ' ¢

-

The F ratio to test the hypothesis that all group means are equal
was 5.89, significant at the .01 level, indicating non-chance differ-
. oences between the mean TS| scores for fhe S|, SC, and NC groups: The
. F ratios for the -comparisons’of group means revealed tha NC TS| mean
to be significantly higher than either the S| or SC means but only chance
level differences between the S| and SC TSI means.

The extent of differentiation between the SI, SC, and NC students
in terms of their TSI scores is perhaps best revealed by the Figure 3.1
hi<toqrams which describe the relative frequencies of students from each
aroup achieving different TSk scores. Consistent with the. Table 3.3
interpretations, the NC_group is most clearly separate. Excepting two
students earning 9 and 11 points and another student earnina 16 points,
all NC qudenfs scored akove the median score of 16 for the SC group
and well abové the S| qroup median of 14.2. Separation between the
“ and 51 students was much l'ess prcnouced, with nearly a third of %he
S <tudents scoring at or below the 5I 2f6ﬁb"medién.

-~




. : FIGURE 3.1, N
"‘Frequency Distributions of TS| Scores for S|, SC, and NC Students

L 3

)

401 . '

TSI -SCORES . .

- . .
- *

Instances of the reverse direction, .that is, lower competency students
achieving higher TS| scores than higher competency students, were equally
infrequent! The NC group appeared distinct, lesg than one in ten(St siu~
dents and less than one in six SC'students scoring above the median NC

e aroup. Separation between the SC and S! students was muclt less pronounced,
with approxi@afely a third of the S| students at or above the 3C qroun.

-
e

Interpretations of the foregoing SI, SC, NC distinctions with respect
to TS| scores become less clear upon examination of recorded intellinence
test scores available for 73 students in these three samples.

Q ’ #;Sa .
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- Earluer TS| data for educably mentally retarded adolescents revealed cg}-
relations with 1Q in the .40's and .50's (see supplement, Table 6).
The. product moment correlation between the TS| score and 1Q for the
present sampie of 73 students was .59. The 1Q means for the TSI~sampIes
of SI, SC, and NC students were 89, 101, and 114, respectively. Re-

. analysis of the TS| data using an analysis of covariance design with
IQ as the covariate yielded a non-significant of F-of 1.63. The TSI

¢ group means adjusted\for the linear effect|of 10 were-15.3, 15.5, and

17.7 for the SI, SC, and NC groups respecf&vely. ’

Apparently, ditferences between the TS| means for the SI, SC, and

NC aroups fail to maintain after statistical adjustment has t :en made
for the effects of 1Q. This is not to sugdest, however, that Sl's,
SC's, and NC's do not tend to differ in their social inference as mea-
sured by the TS| (the Figure 3.1 data clearly describe these differ- .
ences) but that it is possible to account for much of this difference
in terms of concomitant 10 differences. Further discussion of TS| score
differences among the three social competency level grouns is included
in the summary portion of this section which  jointly constders the
varied project data describlng the samples of consensually identified

- S1, SC, and NC students. - -

. 8. Information and Social Ratings re Important Others

A second major testing interest focused on measures of the student's
knowledge and appraisals of significant persons in his personal environ-
ment. The working assumption that an adolescent's adequate social func-
tioning is in part dependent upon (1) information and understanding about
the other persons,in his social environment, and (2) examples or models
of social interaction provided.to the adoiescent by those other persons,
has been discussed by several writers.. (Asch, 1952; Tagiuri, 1958)

.

Procedurally most relevant to the present project are itwo series
of studies completed by the wrilter. involvlng differing populations of
formerly instituticnalized retardates, regular 7th graders, and delin-
quent adolescents. The first series investigated the relationship be-
tween information measures regarding institutionalized cdtagemates
and-subsequent community adjustments of higher level post-adolescent
retardates (de Jung and Crossan, 1968). Extensive retesting of three
cottage samples of educable retardates revealed stable differences
hetween these patients both as to rate of acquus»?ion and eXfenf of
knowledge regarding their peers.

Follow-up assessments of the social and vocational adjustment of
these same retavdates based on home interviews three to five years later
revealed a aenerally {tive relationship between the retardates' earlier
other-person information stores and their subseauent independent func-
flonlnq in the compmunity. is findjng maintained for both sex qroups
though certain scaling problems i easuring social and vocafuonal ad-
justment and imherent sex distinCrions in aroupinas based on residence
and employmenf Sfd|J€ disal lows a ciear conclusion as te the role of
the' interperson kncwledge variable in affectina more optimum eommunity
adjustments,

. .
" ) 50

\




' . 5.7

The sccond series of studies involved delinquent and non-delinquent
7th graders and their descriptions of their "recalled persons" (de Juna,
-1967). Recalled persons were |ists nrovided by the . :dents of all nor-
sons they had "ever personally known" These lists, bequn in class sds~
sions and completed at home, ranged from under a hundred names to five
and six hundred names, with an average for the nearly 200 adolescents

tested of around 300 names. \\

In one study based on this data (Trabont, 1968) delinquent and non- '

delinquent students identifled persons on their |ists who were espe-
cially importapt to them--persons they cared about--not necessarily liked *
them but were concerned about what happened to them. These |mporfanf

| or "slanificant, persons" matched with samp les of non-important persons
were then described in terms of their value systems and social relations.
The data revealed slgnnflcanf[y greater negative male blases and positive
female biases on the part of delinquents as c8ntrasted with reqular 7th
graders in their raflnqs of important recalled persons on the four social/ .
interaction scales-used in the study (Concern for Others, Helpfu!ness,
Reliableness, and Getting Along with Others).

The research conclusions recommend experlmenfal use of ricall ponula- &
tion data in the clinical counseling setting to promote \ncreaded under-
standing of and treatment response to the interpersonal pyoblems the
sociial ly and vocationally maladaptive patient. - .

R Preliminary Examinations of S| and SC Differences in Describin
~ Self and Others and in Estimatina Teacher Descriptions

Exploratory exfensnons of the procedures developed in the foreqoing

' studies were trial tested in the spring of 1970. Two separate testing. -
procedures were involved, one in each of the participating schools. The
first procedure followed the, recall population.~ sianificant other pro-
cedures mentioned above usnnq “ten S1 and ten SC School F students. . ‘

-

-

Eleven seven-point social behavlor\raflng con??nuums were prepared for
ratings of ten sianificant others. “Fxamination of these data, though
constrained by certain fesf administration problems! and dependent unon
small samples, revealed consisfenfly higher ratings made by SC students’
than by the S| students, particujarly for the "rellable", "socially
successful", and "percelived slmnlarlfy" (to the. student) scales. ’

The second procedure, using a checkllsf ‘format, proviiued for .the )
pupil's self-agescription and for his estimation of how others described
him. The checkiist contained 40 positive and negative behavior descriptions
edited from those behaviors commonly attributed -to the full project sam-"
nle of Juniﬁr high school: pupils by thelr teachers. Pupils first esti-
mated what several of their teachers would say about them ‘and then de-.
scribed themselves with respect to these same statements. The planned:
sample consisted of 11 S§I and 11 SC School C students, but due to absences, °
onfy 7 Si's and 10 SC's were actually tested. ’

.
’ ‘ .

u ‘The limited SO-mlnufe class time for the complete testina, including the

listing of recalled names,resulfed in short recall lists of 16 to 78 names
which quite possibly introduced distortions into the subsequent forced
identification of 10 significant persons-using the brief, principally

‘ classmate, Ilsﬂfng. ™ 51
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The students were tested in "qroup during a regular 50-minute class
period. Pupil estimates were scored as elther céngruent or incongruent
with descriptions attributed to.them by their teachers. . )

In general, the data suggest that the Sl|'s were not oniy very aware
that their teachers attribute certain negative characteristics to them
but they also tended to rate themselves as having many of these charac-
téristics. This agreement, however, was not so'high as to close out
an opposed finding to the effect fhaf many Sl's-apparently felt they
were somewhat different behavnoral!y than their 'teachers would say they

" were. The SC's were also aware of what characteristics their teachers

would attribute to them and described themselves.as” indeed having these
characeristics, but they did not feel that fheykhad as many negative

‘characferisyics as did the Sl's,

Thouah any examination of 'specific item responses risks an undue
emphasis on the part of the exam!ner, some behavioral self- descrlpfions
nerhaps warrant mention as being either common to both Sl's and SC's
or unique to either. Specific negative characteristics attributed” to
themselves by most Sl's were: not liking school or obevlnq school rules,
engaging in frequent disruptive behavior, and being self—cenfernd and

. angering easily.

4

However, contradjctions seem apparent. None ot the seven S| stu-
dents indicated that he was not dependable, only two admitted to being
impolite, and only two conceded that they particinated in disanproved
activities such as smoking, drinking, drugs, sex, etc. The SC students
were more self-incrinminating in this regard. Six of the ten SC students
admitted to the "disapproved activity" question. However, they were
similar to the Sl's with respect to the "dependable" and "impolite"
items, with only one SC student checking himself as not dependable or
as impotite. Only two of the SC students agreed that they dldn t like
school or broke rule

'
i .

. Wi'th respecf to school work and friends, only one S| as contrasted
to five 5C's said that he was not working un to his ability, though
over half said they put out little effort, have Ineffticient work habits,
and have trouble following instructions. Ffour Sl's but not one SC
considered themselves less than average in academic ability. Another
major separation between the S| and SC students appeared to be with re-
spect to friendships, no SC saying he had no friends and only one even
saying that he had few friends, ps contrasted with nearly half ithe .
St's saying they had no friends and two more saying they had iey triends.
} ]
On the more qeneral level, analyses] of these data showeﬁ that:
(1) S| pupils more fnguenfly described themseives as havina negative

lUsinQ the Ko[méqorov-Smirnov two-sample test.
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and not having positive behaviors than did SC pupils; (2) Sl1's and S('s
were both better than 60 percent correct in estimating how their teachers
described them; (3) both the Sl's and the SC's predicted that their tea-
chers would describe them much as they described fhemselveﬁ, an averaqe
agrecement of 74 percent for the Sl's and 87 percent for the SC's; and

(4) the SC's had higher aareement than Sl's between thejr self-descrin=-
tion rating and how they felt their teachers would describe them.

In summary, it needs to be recalled that these conclusions are bésgd
on quite small samples and must be reqarded more as suggestive than
conclusive. Further reference to student self-descriptions will be made

in reporting the interview data later-in this section.
P

2. Information and Social Ratinqs. Consideration of the earlier
recalled persons and other-person information studies suggested ‘that
measures of the student's awareness and appraisal of nersons who partici-
pate importantly in his phenomenological world might afford a further
interpretation of his social competence. The workinq assumption was that
the extent of information students had rnnardinﬂ individuals important
to them and their judgment of +hese peraonq social ‘behaviors wouid be
related to their own social competence.

v

To test this assumption, the procedures and format for the snring
administration of the recalled persons testing were considerably revised
and exnanded to prdvide for an information-about-others estimate by the
student and a set of student ratings of his important others. The fall

1970 _testing plan called for testing all available consensually indenti-
fied School C students. Lack of parent permission and failure to return
giall lists reduced this sample to 32 students. .

L4
hY

The sex breakouts, CA,'and |1Q means and ranges for these 32 students
are presented in Table 3.4. As may be noted'by-comparing these data
with the total sample data in Table,.3.1, no apparenf sex, CA, or |Q
blases were introduced in selecting this sample. N

Table 3.4

.

CA and 1Q Means and Ranges for Maiesahﬁ Females Tesfed‘
on tlie Information and Social Relations Scales

. CA | 19
N . Mean Range "N Mean Range
Males  ° 1§ 168.2 151-184 15 96. 4 57~120.
Females 16 165.8 153-1%5 15, " 105.1 63-117 +
Comb. 32 167.0  151-175 30 100.8 57-120
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The focus of the fall testing procedure was on the student's know- \
ledde of persons important to him and his assessment of the social re- '
lations of these same persons. For each student a comparison samo le
of "non- |mporfanf" recal led persons matched to his important persons:
in terms of sex, age, and frequency of social interattion with the

student was also used. The testing involved a short 20-minute class .
period, a two-day take-home interval, and a further 50 minufea of class v
time.

Co In the flrsf testing session each student was quven ‘a staplied set .
of lined pages and asked to prepare a recall persons list, writing the
names of "all persons you have ever known, persons you have met, talked

. to and rémember knowing". He was also to identify his recailed persons
with respect to their approximate age (child, same.age, older teenager,
adult), sex, relafuonshnp (relative, friend, .or other), and freauency
of speaking confacf (daily, weekly," monfhly, a few fimes a year or less).

After 15 minutes of writing in class, students were instructed to ¥
take their lists home and complete them within two days, tp have parents
or siblings help if they wished but to do their own ‘writing.and be sure, '
all names would be. persons they themselves knew. Thejr final task, after
having written atl their recalled person names, was to.wunderline 12
to 25 persons on their list who were "esnecial ly important" to them.

The setond in-class testing period was about a week later, al lowing
the project staff time to prepare reduced listings for each fudénf

of 12 of his sianificant recall persons and 12 matched non~significant
persons. This 24-name list was presented to the student on a rating
sheet containing seven columns in each of which alternative grades (A,
8,C,D,F) weré listed for the student to choose from in rating his 24
rersons.  In each column for each of the 24 listed nersons, C was to be
circled for averaaqe, B for above averane, b for Lolow average, A for
P'De(ldlly hiuh, and.{ for very, very low.

I3

In fhe firet column the student was to choose elfher an A, BB, C, ?5

D, or'f to indicate how well he knew cach listed person's life history,

such things as how old that person is, where he was born, his family, ,
his, schooling, places of residence, and jobs which he may have had. o
_In the second column ithe student was to indicate how well he knew‘each
“neraons s likes and ‘dislikes, what pleases him and what doesn't, what

things he likes and dcesn't Ilke. In the third cplumn the ﬂfudenf wasg

to indicate how wel! he knew whaT the I|sfed'person really believes '

and thinks., . o

The last four columns dealt w:1h the student's. Judgmen+ of his listed -
persons' ways of’ behaving with bthers. The column headings were fair-
ness, dependable, domineerinag, and ocna|ly\ successful, . p

R

[Ty .

. . -\ \ _ s
‘The in-class and take-home instructions for completing the recal
Liting ftogether with a samnie recall li<t pane and ratino pane are
vresented in Appendix P . e . -

-

. - =
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The falrness folumn was'further defined as "dealinqg honestly with olhers;
not taking advantage"; the dependable column as "beinqg reliable, doinq
what was promised or expected"; the donlneerlng column as "commanrding
others ; insisting that others co what he or she says"; and the social ly
successful column as “being liked and respected and admired by others".
With the exception of the lov 10 students, who apparently needed ( and
received) more careful supervision,! the students seemed to be able fo
follow these directions comptefinq their seven sets of tating within
the planned class period.
in tabulating the students information estimation and social rela-

“'ans rating responses, A's were equated to 4's, B's to 3's, C's to 2's,

to I's, and F's to 0O's. To simplify presentation and dtscus"'on of
the data the 4, 3, 2, 1,-0 ratinas for the negatively valued domineerina
scale were reverqed fo O 1,2, 3, and 4. . -

3.Results. The information and social ratings sample included ten
consensual Sl's, 13 SC's, and S NC's. The average number of recall
names listgu for-these three compefency level groups were 72, 319, and
405 names respectiveiy. The smaller listings provided by fhe Sl's were
principally names written during class time since few Sl's apparently
v re willing to spend much home tire on this task. These smaller lists
were considered saff|C|enf|y large, however, to provide ‘the required
24 names for the ratina tasks. The averaqe number cof important others
identified by three competency level groups were practically identical,
16 namms for the Sl's and SC's and 17 for the NC's.
' |

As with the TS| scores, the major analysis made of fhe information
and social ratings data was in terms of comparisons between S! SC, and’
NC aroupse The general quiding hypothesis was that higher compefency
level students would have more knowledge regarding their significant
persons and would judge them more favorably with respect to fhelr social
interacti-on behavlors than woi.ld {ower compefency groups.

~ The 'data were analyzed using the ANOVA mean square within subjects
as the error term for the individual mean comparisons to test hypotheses
of mean differences (Winer, 1962, p. 100). Summaries of these analyses
for the three information measures and for the four social relaflons
ratings of significant others are presented in Table 3.5 and 3.6 respec-
flvely

< As may be noted from the mean column entries in Tables 3.5 and 3.6,
the S| student means were consistently smaller than those for either
the SC's and the NC's on all seven measures, conflirming the expected
neaative relationship between social incompetence and both information
about imnortant others and social relations ratings.

H]

‘These students also had xndlvlduallzed help in completing their recall
lists.
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" Table 3.5 -

Summary Data for Individual Comparisons of
Information Scores Based on S|, SC, and NC Students'
Ctated Knowledge of Their Important Others

Mean Information Scores
Sample | Life Likes and Rea
Size History Dislikes Beliefs

S| 10 2.58 2.55 2.16
sC 13 . 3,08 3.07. 2.91
NG 9 2.62 ~2.88 2.70

//
Indtv. Comg.(i‘,SI)

SI with SC 3.68% 5.72%% 6.89%
SC with NC 2.90* <1 <1 :
S1owith NC <t . LT 3.00% .

*Sianificant at the .05 level; **significar™ at the .01
level.

Table 3.6

“ummary Data for Individual Comparisons of Social Relations Scales
Based on S, SC, and NC Students' Ratinas of Their Important Others

Mean Social Relations Scales:

Sampte Fairness epend- fomi - Soc.

Size . able 1neerinq‘ Success
Sl 0 2.45 2.55 1.90 7.59
5C 13 5.24 3.28 2.62 3.28
NC 9 2.94 2.98 2.42 2.92

iV, . (F

Indiv. Comp (_1'3‘) _
Sl with SC » 10.64%* T7.10%* 3.94* 7.08*%
SC with NC 1.39 1,16 .92 ' 1.77
S1 with NC 3.49% 2.01 <1 1.38

*Sianificant at the .OS(Ievel; ¥*¥significant at the .01 level,

‘Reoorfed values for this scale are reversed,with 1.0=maximum
rating for domineerina vehavior and 4.0-extraemely low.

c—

oo
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Fqually consistent, thrugh not anticipated, were the hiagher means
tor the SC students than for the higher competency NC students. Thouah
this difference achieved siqnificance for orily one of the seven compari-

-sons (life history information), the repeatability of this findina across
scales clearly implies a less pronounced relationship between teacher-
identified social competency and information and social relations ratinas
for the more visibly competent students.

Inspection of the individual student scores revealed a generally
low variability within the NC qroup, refutina the possibility of one
or two students in the NC aroup especially lowerina their group means.
Though three SC airls were noted to be generally very hiah in their
knowledge estimates and ratings, even without these highest raters the
SC means would remain higher than the NC means. Considering the S1-5C
group separations, very little score overlap was found; typically only
one S| student in ten scored higher than the SC aroup mean on any of the
seven scales. ’

The foregoina SI-SC-NC mean comparisons for important others are
oresented visually as unshaded portions of the bar qraphs in Fiqures
3.2 and 3.3 for the information measures and social relations ratings
respectively. The heights of the shaded portions of the graphs represent
the means for the not.especially important persons.

As may immediately be noticed for all three social competency level
aroups and for all scores and ratinas exceptina only the dominance scale
for SC students, the knowledge estimates and social ratings ‘made of the
students' non-important recatled persons were always lower than those
made of their important recalled persons. However, this generally large
within-scale difference notwithstanding, as with the means for data based
on the studefts' important others, the matched-other means for the SC
students were always highest. S|, SC, and NC separations were also found
to be less distinct for the non-important person data, though three of
the seven 51-35C mean comparisons did achieve significance.

Except perhaps in providing the students a lower reference point
in making their ratings, the use of a non-significant matched-persons
sample appears to add little to the interpretations based on student's
descriptions of only persons especially important to him, The salient
finding here that fow competency level students describe themselvec as
least knowledgeable about their important persons and also see them as
lesS high (favorable) on all four social relations scales sugnests, for
the Sl,student, both poor information processing skills and poorer
models  for social relations. The extent to which these factors prescribe
poorer interperson behaviors for the S| student or are the products of
his imcompetent social behaving, or again, are products’of outside fac-
tors such as family environmental restrictions are questions not answer-
able from the present data.

1 , X
Phenomenological ly poorer at any rate:; no data was available as
to the veridicality of the S! students' ratings.

57 .
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- C.” Social Acfivifleuesfionnaire

A third major testing interest centered on the student's outside~,
school activities as these might 'be related to his teacher~defined
level of social competence. This focus follows the broad rationale
and methodolagy for sfdaying relationships between behavior and social
settings advanced by Rarker and Gump (1964; Barker, 1968) who had feund °
oupils to be differentiable both with Pespect to the variety of activi-
ties in which .they participated and with respect to the "level of respon-
sibility" with which they performed. -

More recently, Edmonson (1970) explored the possibilities of a
Social Activity Questionnaire and Social Activity Diary for use with -
retarded adults to measure ranges.of their social activities and the
levels of responsibility of their performance in social settings.

After several pilot trials w?fh'junior high school pupils and adults,
the questionnaire format was selected in preference to the diary as
being adequately reliable and the more efficient instrument In terms
of tester time. The final sample in Edmonson's study inclyded 25-younq
adult retardates living in private residential settings.

Fositive correlations were obtained between their vocational coun-
selor's ratings of social competency and the frequency of outside-home
performances (r=.65) and the Ss' level of responsibility scores (r=.40),
and a neqgative correlation (r=-.57) with frequency of at-home perfor-
mance. These relationships suggest a possible remedial focus for
social incompetent adult retardates which possibly may extend to incom-
petently functioning junior high <chool age persons.

¢

1. Instrument and Procedures. tdmonson's earlier Social Activity
Questionnaire was considerably modified for the nresent study into a
14-page questionnaire booklet to be filled out by each student in qroup
5essions within the reqular 50-minute class period. Students with rea-
dinqg and/or writing probiems would, of-cog;!i, require individual sup-
port in compieting their questionnaire. This modified Social Activity
Questionnaire (SAQ) consisted of a series of questions concerning the
student's agctivity at home and outside of his home. Most questions were
accompanied by a multiple choice listing of answers requiring merely
checking or circling. Other questions required brief written responses
such as names of friend or place. The SAQ was administered within
the regular 50 minute class period. A listing of the 'SAQ questions
are presented in -Appendix D. '

Fxcept for a preliminary testing of 17 SI and SC School F students
in June, 1970, the bulk of the SA) tests were administered the following -
fall. : .

v
P

<
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The test sample called for all available MC's and SI's and those SC's sche-
duled for fail testina on the TSI. tncludino the pring samnle, the total
SAn test sample numbered 67 student, nncludcnq 35 School C studénts
(19 boys and 16 girls) and 32 School F students (17 boys and 15 qgirls).
To provide data relevant to the stability of the SAQ with a junior high
school nopylation, 34 of the School C students were administered a second
SAD two days following their first testing. A summary description.of-
the SAQ test sample in terms of sex, chronological age, and |10 is presented
in Tble 3.7. As may be noted by comparing these data with the total
sample data in Table 3.1, no sex, CA, or 10 selection biases were apoar-
entlv introduced in selecting the SAQ samnle.

N

%able 3.7

CA and |G Means and Ranges for Males and Females
Completina the Social Activities Questionnaire

-

. . CA . 10
! N Mean Ranae N Mean Range . »
Males 36 166.3 151-184 30 97.4 57-12¢
Females N 164.6 152-184 26 N 62=126
Comb. 67 < 165.5°  151-184 5 . 98.6 57-126 -
2 Results. In ummariznnq the SAD data, lnformafnon from the nues-

fuonna|rps was converted into three princinal scores for each sub;ect,
A home activities ,score (HA), an outside activities score (OA) and a
level of résponsibility score (LR). These scores are defined as follows:

HY - Home Activities: The numter of different chores and
. the number of different home recreation‘activities reported
° were added toaether to make un the LA score. Because S's
were asked to report both what they did weeklv and what they
did less often, two différent HA scores were obtained for each
'S and thelr differehfia*inq nower examined. txcent for the
reliability data, only the total HA score was used In the data
analyses.

kS

- OA - Gutside Activities: The number of different outside home

recreation activities reported, the number of differgnt types
of service agencies, stores and commercial eatina places visited,
the number of different clubs o meetinas attended (and jobs,
if renorted) were added together to @gke up the OA score.
»

“




<

‘R - Level of Responsibility: LR was based upon the level

of activity reported in connection with each outside activity.
LR does not take into account responsibility of performance
within the home. Each outside activity was assigned a sepa- -
rate LR score, from 1" to 6 (no S attained a.score higher

than 4) following the SAQ Scoring Guide (Edmonson, 1970).

The average LR was computed separately for each of the above
cateqories of outside activities,then the overall LR was cam--
_ puted as 10 times the weighted average of ‘the cafegorncal

LR subscores. ) .

v

v

Though 34 students received-a second administration of the SAO
school commitments curtailed their testing time and few students fin-

ished the eritire“retest questionnaire. Thirty-one of the pupiis retested

completed the section on Home Chores and most completed Home Recrea-
tion (which together comprise HA), but few Ss completed the categories
AService Agencies, Commercial Meals, Meetings, ‘Stores, Outside Recrea-
tion, Visits and Noncommericial Meals) that "together comprise OA. °
Because the LR score is based upon the performance levels of these
several categories of outside activities, fhe lack of completion of OA
cateqories required prorating to compute a total LR score from the
retest questionnaire. “To provide maximum information regarding the
retest sfability of the SAQ, product moment test-retest coefficients
were computed for additional SAQ subscores derived from the more com-
plete parts of the quesfionnaire. These are presented together leh
their test-and. refest means and sigmas in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8
Test-Retest Means, Slqmas, and Correlations for SAQ Subscores

-

«_ Mean Siama
Subscore N Test Retest Test Retest r
Weekly " )

Home Chores 32 9.2 9.0 6.5 6.4 N

sy d . .

“Total | : N
Home (hores 31 5.7  15.7 5.1 5.0 ".93
Total . g
Home Activities 15 16.5 . 14,6 6.5 6:3, .92

Service
Aaencies 15 16.4 16.9 4.9 6.4 .90
level of ‘

“esponsibllity 28 20,5  22.3 9.0 8.3 8
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As may be noted from Table 3.8, the SA) subscores all were exfromoly'
"stable’over the two day, fcrf-referf interval, correlations ranqina from
A8 to .92 and annorally identical maans for the two Adminigtration..
It miaht be added thal because of unfinished reteqt ,Aﬂ'n,fhn IR acore
was rompufﬂd from |ncomplofn responsaes and mioht be exprcted to he even
more stable qiven the tull administration. Q

As with the preceding experimental test scores, fhe SAD scores were
nrincipally examined for differences between the S|, SC, and NC qrounﬁ. )
The duiding hypothesis was that higher competency level students would

_report a greater number of home activities, a areater number of outside
activities, and maintain more personal responsibllify for these outside
of home activities. Accord|nqu, the SAQ data were analyzed using the
ANOVA within-subjects mean square as the error term *c test for mean .
differences between individual groups. Summaries of these analyses
for the HA, OA, and Eﬁ scores # resenfed In Table .3.9.

Table 3.9
~Summary Data for Indlvi; al Comparisons of SAQ Scores
for SI, S€, and NC Students . .
L Samp te Home: * Qutside Level of
Size Acts., Acts. Respons .
Si 24 14.9 27.6 23.0
SC 27° 19.6 o 29.0 24.1 /
NC ﬁ 13 20.2 30.3 24.3 o
Indiv. Comp. (Fy,) , v
Sl with SC 8.206%* <1 4.84*
SC with NC BT <1 1.1
SI with NC " 6.06%% < 4,57

* Sianificant at the .05 level.

level.

L]

L]

% Siqnificant at the .01

The means reported id the unper portion of Table 3.9 for the HA,

NA, and L scores in all

next hiaghest for the SC students, and lowest for the S! students
F ratio for the comparisons of pairs of these means involving fhe St

students yere annnf:canf at the .01 and .05 levels of confidence
the HA and ‘LR scores,respecflvely,buf were below chance level for

A scores.

Fa

-

unsfances were highest for the NC students,

The

for
the




P
-

5.20

The significant F's confirm the anticipated relationship between the
//// ~tudents' teacher-assigned social competence level and.the number of
home activities he reports and the responsibility or self-direction
he: assumes in his non-home activities. This confirmation, it should
be noted, is only for the 5i student group; differences between the
5" and NC aroups, though in the hypothesized direction, were too small
to achieve significance.

On the other hand, ad hoc considerations of the non-51-SC=NC -
discriminating outside activities scores suggest perhaps a more mean-
inaful subbreakout of this score in terms of the leadershin and fol lower

B or. participant and spectator roles of these activities. The present

total OA score, including frequency counts of attendance at movies,
recreational facilities, and shopping aréas, etc., together with club
meetings and possibly more self-directing and creative evenfs takes
no account of student roles within these activities.

In part, the effect of such a“leader-fol lower breakoyt is reflected
in the significant befween-qroups differenc®s for the responsibility
measure. Inspection of yﬁdlvidualw,gR scores, however, indicates far
from clear competency 'evel group separations, wivh a third to a half
of the lower competency level students scoring above the mean of their
next hiahest competency level group dnd.only stightly less overlap in
the opposite direction. A very similar non S1-5C-NC separation of in-
dividual students was evident for the HA scores.

Intertorrelations between these three SA)D scores were qenerally
low, rs of .33 between the HA scores with eifhef‘*Qg OA or LR scores
and an r- of .14 between the OA and LR scores. The Pelationship of
%AQ scores and 10 was also examlned The correlations were aaain
nenerally low to moderafe r's of .35, .10, ‘and .46 between 10 and
HA, OA, and LR resnecfively ’

Fxaminations of individual SAQ and K) scores suqaested scme sex
.di fferences, with a stronger IO relationship for the HA scores for boys
than for qgirls but the reverse for the OA scores — i .e., stronaer 10
relaflonshlp with the OA scores for qirls. As minht be expecfed from
the orevalent cultural sex typing of home chores and the areater -restric-
tions‘ nlaced on girls' outside activities, qirls tynically had higher
HA,Qcores than did boys (means of 21 for the airls as contrasted with
15! for boys). It should be noted, however, within the female aroup
considerable variability in the number of reported home activities was
noted, this variability clearly unrelated to I10. On the other hand,
sex differences in the mean OA scores were negligible, means of 2¢
tor boys and qirls. .
School differences appeared for fhe HA . score which were in turn
nealiqible for the OA scores; it will be recalled that School 0 was
more urban, located on the periphery of a larqger metronolitan arca and
drawina pupils laragely from "blue collar”, fomile whereas School
was more rural with many farm families, .

64
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HA mean scores for Schoofs C and F were 18 and 17, respectively; }heur
OA mean scores, 32 and 25, respectively. Aoparenflv the particular out-
side home—activities listed nn the SAQ favored the more urban students. !
Similarly the LR score based on reported responsibilities in non-home \
activities favored the more urban School C, with a mean LR score of 80
as comoared to a mean LR score of 71 for fhe more rural School F.

Further related factors here are home candlflons such as family
income. The l|atter data was obtained for 48“ families of students tested
on the SAQ as part of a larger data collection effort to provide more
detailed socid-economic data regarding the total SI-SC-NC sample. Sort-
ing the home background questionnaire responders according to state an-
nual income (high, $8,000 and above; middle, $6,000 to $7,000; and low,
$5,000 and below), means for the three SAQ measures were compufed for
the three income groupings. -

As énficipafed the mean HA and OA scores were lowest for the lower
famlly income students, though differences between the middie and.upper
income groups were equuvocal highest for the upper income group on HA
and highest for the middle income group on OA. The LR mean did not quite
follow the expected pattern; the middle income group was lowest, the
lowest income group next, and the high income group highest.

The interpretability of fhe SAQ - social competence relationship is
comp|itated by the fact that a much larger proportion of S| students
comes from low incomezhomes (see Table 3.15) and the concomitant effect
of fewer home and outside-home activities.

Descriptively, the data are clear that teacher-identified socially
incompetent students report fewer home activities and less responsibility’
and initiative in their away-from-home situations than do teacher-iden-
tified socially competent.students. The following subsection on home
interview data includes some of these same students, and adds to their
descriptions.

' {
i

1And,,of course, the more urban-dwelling students aré involved in
more oufside‘fhe home activities. .

2A home background guesflonnalre was comoleted by oniy 48 of the
families of thé 67 participating (SI, SC, or NC) students due to a fair-
ly high incidence of refusals by parenfs who considered their school
history, occupafional hisfory, and Income level to be a private matter.

N
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N Parent and.Student Interview Data

e . )
1. Instrument and Procedures. A final description of the teacher-
identified socially competent and incompetent junior high- students was
- provided from interviews of a sample of their parents and of the sfudenfs
themselves. "{Al1 of ‘the previously reported data was either based on
teacher reports or on student testing. The possibly biased and cer-

. tainly restricted observational opportunities of the former 3nd the
narrow, specified focusing of the latter quite possibly neglected
important descriptions of the Students. These considerations recom-
mended an ad%ifiona! student description source. ,

rd

The structured interview affords an especiaily flexible probe
adaptabt’le to interviewée idiosyncracies yet is directed toward spec-
ified common information. In develoning the ouesflonnalre, conversa-

¢ tionally structured lead sentences were planned for each of the selected
areas of inquiry. with a set-of more spetific quastions to be asked if
the initial questions were not -understood, the interviewee was not
talkative, or if the des:ired |nforma+1on was nof obfalned in the gen-~
eral tonversation,

The final interview form consisted of #ive sections (1) ,an intro-
ductory time chart designed to trace the.student's activities on &
tvpical school day and on a typical Saturday; (2) a serieg of questions
focusing on the student's relatiorships with other people, his personal
habits and interests,.and his school activities; (3) two checklists,
one dealing with the informant's satisfaction witk the student's pro-
qress in social and agademic areas and the second with the student's
househotd chores; (4) a final question as to what the school might
do to help adolescents with their nroblems; and (5) a rating sheet
to pe-filled our by the interviewer immediately after leavinag the
interview, his ratings to be based on his total information nrovided
by the informant.

Becéuse of time and cost limitations, the interview sample was
rastricted to consensualiy nominated S| and NC students only. The
starting list included all available NC's and an equal number of Si's.
belection among tr~ Si's was made in, terms of those students havina
the most complete test data. Eleven familigs from the starting list
of 45 names were not able to be interviewed; 4 familes had moved, 5
refused interviews, and one student had been expelled and’ lackeéd an’
address, and one enrolled student simply could not be found. In all, in-
terviews were conducted in 34 homes, 15 were those of School ¢ stu-

" dents and- 19 those of School F. Generally only one parent was.inter-
viewed, though occasionally both parents were at home and contributed.
information about their son or daughter. All students from these fam-
ilies were also interviewed either at home or at school within a few
days of their parents' interview.

BEST COPY AVMILABLE
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The interviews were’conducfed during the ‘winter of 1971 by three
staff members with considerable experience in testing and interview work.
Conduct of the inferview was casual and friendly. Mest of the parents |
were agreeable, cooperative, and eager to talk abou. their children.

The interviewer adapted the ﬂénguage of the questions to.suit the occa-
sion, used probe questions to clarify the lead question, to keep the
conversation going, or to elicit information which otherwise might not
have been touched upon. “Generally, the interviewer, tried to be an encour-
aging and sympathetic listener, making a few notes on the schedule form
but beina careful not to lose personal contact with the.interviewee by
doing too much writing.

After the interview was complefed the lnfervlewer left the premises
but then stopped at some convenient place and immediately summarized the
interview data in terms of a series of ratings, using a five-point scale1
based on the informant's statements as to how well the student was qeffinq

along with peers, with adults, with parents, with siblings, his general

behavior with others, his personal grooming, how well he was getting
along in school, and his-independence from home. Also at this time,

“the interviewer tape recorded a narrative report of the interview includ-

Ing a description of the home and environment and the interviewer's com-
ments on the response of the interviewee(s) and any extra information
andanecdotes which seemed pertinent but were not necessarily covered by
the interview schedule,

The intérviews generally lasted one and a half to two hours. As
a token of appreciation for their time, each family was given a magazine
subscription of its choice, elther for fheir child or for the famuiy
as a whole.

s
.

The 34 interviewed students were evenly divided between the S| and
NC* groupings, 17 students in each. Table 3.10 presents the sex breakout
and the CA and 10 means and score ranges for these students. As may be
noted by comparing these data with that for the -total sample data in Table
3.1, no sex, CA, or |0 selection biases were apparently introduced in
selecting the interview sample.

2. Results. Aside from adding various incidental lfems ot background

information such as indications of socio-economic status ¢discussed in

3 following summary subsection), the taped narratives provided a general
confirmation of the interviewer's ratings. These ratings were princinallv
examined for differences between’ the S| and NC groups. The general auid-
ing hypothesis was that informants dascrtbing '‘NC students would report

more favorable behaviors and express more satisfaction with their beha-
viors than would informants describing S| students. -

;

lThese scales comprise the last page ot the interview schedule,
Appendix <€, . .
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Table 3.10

T . . -, . . 4 -
g CA and 10 Means and Ranges for Males and Females . _ -
in the Interview Sample ] " _ . .
ca' : _ 10 .
N Mean Range f, Mean ‘Ranqe
Males 14 170.0 153181 12 93.0 . 74-120
Females 20 164,5  152-184 19 > 105.3  75-126
fotal - 34 166.7  152-184 31 ° 100.5 74-126
1 N . R . 1
Fall, 1970. . - . :
) . .

° 1}

Since only two'groups were involved, the hypothesis was examined in terms
of t ratios.” Summary data for these * tests are presented in Table, : ¢
1).‘].' . f ‘ - - T

.

.
4

Table 3.11

Summary Data for‘Compa}isons of Interview hafinqs
for 17 NC's and 17 Sl's

Py v s

Parents ’ Students
Interview | . Means biff., .t ~ Means  Dift. t: -
Section NC SI '] K¢ - Sl o :
feers 5.7 1.8 1.9 6.94** 136  1.9°%1.7 6.351% :
Adults 3.3 2,20 1.1« 3.06%% 12,9 1.6 ..1.3 7 4,464 o
“varents 2.9 - 1.8 1.1 2.86**| 2.6 1555 1.1 3.06%%
Siblinas | 2.6 - ~1.8 .8  1.91* 2.7 1.9 - .8 2.i8*
L} - " . . . A
Bieh, with - L »
Othere .| 3-2 1.7 1.5 5.85%* 134 1.6 1.8 TR,78%% .
Grooming  |#5.0 2.0 1.0 3:89%* | 2.9 2.2 . .7 .56,
Het, Along oy o .
in School | 3-8 1.0 2.8 1.47T¥X 135 14 201 g5k R
Indep. ) ' : .
from iome | 2.6 1,97 1 232 G L4 100 .
L] @
\ - —_

. 2

*Sianificant at the .0% level; **<ignificant at the .01 level.

=
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As mgy be ‘noted from the Table 3.11 column headings, mean compari-
sons were madde separately for ratings summarizing +he parent responses
and .student responses. In all, 16 t ratios are reported. Without ex-
ception, both for tre parent's data and for the student's data, the in-
formant's statements were rated higher (more positively) for the NC sam-
ple than for the S| sample. All eight of the comparisons for the parent

' data and all but the lasf comparison for student data were significant

at the .05 level or beyond, confirming -th.. axpected negative relationship
between social incompetency and the favorableness of reports of the
various students' behaviors discussed In the interview.

‘Examinations of the individual interview ratings reYeaIed onl, occasional
instances of the "very well” ratings (11 of the 270 ratings) and not too
many more (48 of the 270) 'mcleratelv well" ratings made for the S| stu-
dent reports. Contrariwise, 122 of the 270 report sections for these
students were rated either "pcoriy" or "very noorly". The NC students
behaviors, on the other hand, were almost universal ly described as either
"very well" (101 of_ the 270 ratings) or "moderately well"(another 110
of the 270 ratings).
i The only reporting areas with even a ten percent ratio of low ratings
were the gets along "with parents" and "with siblings" areas. Together
these two intra-family reports accounted for the one "very poorly" rating
and two-thirds of the-sixteen "poorlIv'"ratings (out of a possible 270
/f@flngé) accumulated by the NC students. Clearly the home interview re-
ports echo the Initial teacher identifications. :

+

A question of interest.partially answerable from the mean entries
in Table 3.11 is that of similarity of the interview ratings based on
The parents' ‘responses to those of their son or daughter. Analyses
of these data were made in terms of matchad t's. Table 3.12 presents
the summary of these comparisons between the parent and student means
for the eight rated interview sections. These comparisons were made
separately for the Sl and NC samples.

v

el As may be noted from the mean differences columns in Table 3.12,
these. differences were typically near zero. None yielded a significant
t (at the .C5 level), all these differences therefore being accountable
by chance factors, The closeness of the means suggests that to a con-

- siderable extent the interviewer ratings made of the parents' and of
the students' reports must have been the same or very. nearly the same.

., Examination of individual énferylew ratings supports this expec-
t ation. Fully half of the 269° pairs of parent-student ratings. wers
jdentical and nearly all (85 percent) of the discrepancies were only
a single scale difference, '

‘Thlé’ZTO figure is based on inferviewer ratings of 17 S| and 17
NC students described by parents and by themselves in eight reporting
areas, or a total of 272 ratings, minus two missing ratinqs, for ea-h
interview sample.

.2 | i :
One further pair lost due to missing data (see prior footnote).

-
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3,26 |
E ‘ Table 3.12

Summary Data for Comparisons of Interview Ratings
for Parents and Students

Interview
Section Mo's Si's
Means Means
Parent Student ODiff. 1 Parent Student Diff, t

Peers 3.7 3.6 : .81 | 1.8 1.9 -1 .32
Adults 3.3 2.9 4 1.69 2.2 1.6 6 1,50 .
Parents 2.9 2.6 3 .99 1.8 1.5 3110
Sibling 2.6 2.7 -1 .46 1.8 1.9 -1 .69
Beh. with %

Others 5.2 3.4 -1 56 | 1.7 1 L ¥
Grooming 5.0 2.9 1 .04 2.0 2.2 -.2 .85
Get. Along . L

in School| 3-8 3.5 3 1.57 1.0 1.4 -.4 1.5
Indep. ) «

from Home| <+ 2.5 . .27 1.9 2.1 -1 .56

Discrepancies were very similarly distributed for the S| and NC students;
the less favorably described S| student independently (that is, in pri-,
vate interview) ‘agreed with his parent's statements about him as closely
as did the m--e favorably described NC student with his parent. 4

Exceptina two of the eight reporting areas, “iscrepancies were very
evenly distributed across areas and further more were about eaual in
terms of the student's describing himself more favorably or less favor-
al.ly than did his parent. The two exceptions were the gets alonq "with
-adults"” and "with parents" areas which tonether accounted for necarly a
‘third of the parent-student discrepancies and on which the parent most
commonly described his son's or daughter's behavior less fawbrably than
did that son or dauchter. However, even in these least aareement areas,
nearly 40 nercent perfect aareement and only two instances of onnosite
or nearly opposite reporting occurred. The predominate findina for
the eight rating scales for SI's and NC's alike was very substantial
narent-student agreement.
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An especially interesting section of the interview report schedule
was the "satisfaction" checklist, Unlike the previou.ly discussed
ratinas Vhich are based on reported behaviors, the concept of "catiea-
faction" tends to confound nresent behavina with a leas vlicit noal
or standard. On the other hand, the checklist resnonses require less
interpretation by the interviewer. - '

-The satisfaction checklist used in the home interview schedule in-
volved seven  areas, each a three-option scale, "satisfied", "generally
satisfied but want to see improvement", and "very concerned, needs much
imnrovement". The seven areas were: (1) home behavior, (2) school be-
havior, (3) social relationships, (4) attitudes and values, (5) dispo-
sition, (6) dependability, and (7) goals for the future. RatLer than
reportina means, the simple three-option scale permits a more readily
interpretable frequency reporting of the different satisfaction options
checked by the parents of the S| and NC students and by these students
themselves. These frequencies are presented in Table 3.13.

Table 3.13

Frequency of NC and S| Parents' and Students' Checkina the
"Satisfied", "Cenerally Satisfied but Wants Improvement",
and "Needs Much Improvement" Options on Seven Areas
of Student Behavior on the Home Interview Schedule

-
=t

"Gen. Satisfied "Needs Much
"Satisified" but Wants Improve." Improve." =,

NC Sl NC Si NC Sl

Parent Responses

Home Beh. 9 7 8 9 0 1
School Beh. 16 7 1 7 0 3
Social Relation. 14 9 3 8 0 4]
Atti. and Values 11 8 6 7 0 2
Disposition 10 10 -7 6 0 1
Dependabi lity 15 6 2 9 0 2
Goals for Future 13 8 3 * 4 0 1
L

Student Responses

Home Beh. , 7 8 9 7 1 2
School Be 10 10 7 5 0 2
Sccial Relation. 13 11 4 6 0 0
Atti. and Values 10 9 7 5 0 2
Disposition 8 10 8 6 [ 1
Dependabi lity 14 11 3 6 0 0
Goals for Future 7 15 7 2 2 0
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Perhape the most striking information in the tabled frequencies
is the scarcity of "needs much improvement" checks, particularly for
the S| aroup. | This response option was used less than ten percent of
the time by the parents of the S| students and never by the parents of
the NC students. The students themselves were similar to their parents
in this reqard, only ceven admissions of "needs improvement" checked by the
5| students and three by the NC students. Considering that both the
parents and their S| students had both just previously described their
sons' and daughters' havior (or their own in the case of student inter-
views) as poor and ipadequate with respect_to nearly 40 percent of the
reportina areas rated by the iffterviewer, their failure to indicate
dissatisfaction and need of change is surprising. Fven the "generally
satisfied but want to see improvement" option was used less than 50
rercent of the time by parents of SI students and only a third of the-time
by the S| students themselves.

’ The hiah freauencies of "satisfied" checks by both the parents and
their S| sons or' daughters, though a necessary counterpart given their
low dissafisfag*ion checks, also warrants comment. Though only 18 per-
cent of the S| behavior descriptions made by their parents or themselves
could be rated even "moderately well', the parents then checked "satis-
fied" over/half of the time, the students over 70 percent of the time.
Apparertly/a willingness to neqatively describe another's or one's own

. behavioréﬂges not obligate a conclusion of dissatisfaction or desire for
change for many of the parents and students interviewed.

, A

Examination of individual parent-studert pairings of responses on
the gézisfacfion checklist indicated very high agreement, that is, a
sizedble majority of identical checks for both the SI and NC groups.

Abolt a third of the responses by either aqroup disaqgreed by one scale
seéarafion, principally in the direction of students expressing more
d(ssafisfac#ion with their behaviors and attitudes’ than did their narents.
* H
In summary, the interview reports provided c?nfirmafion of the ear-
irer teacher nominations and in-school tast data. The followinag «ub~

/ section will more fully discuss these several data together with school
record information not previously examined,

/ . *

/. F. Summary of Eugene Area Testing of SI, SC, and NC Students

- L Before summarizing the preceding comparison data for the S1, SC,
and NC students from the two Eugene Area schools, further description of
. who they are, their general school behaviors and family settings. needs

fo be entered, ' .

H

ILess s on such specifics as number of home chores where the cor-
retations between the SAQ home chore count and those from either the stu-
dént’s or parent's interview were below .22. However, change of season
(soring to winter) and the six month developmental growth of the students,
work against close repeatability for this kind of data.

’ e




Frequency Distributio

Table 3.14

3.29

ns of CA, 1Q, GPA, Absences, énd

Counselor General Descriptions of Academic and
Social Relations of SI, SC, and NC Students

— ———
‘ CcA ,
N Mean 156 15g~161 162-167 168-173 173
Si 61 167.0 10 (16) 9 (15) 9 (15) 16 (26) 17 (28)

SC 59 165.5 7 (12)
NC 23 1701 2 (9)

16 (27) 11 (19)

14 (24) 11 (19)

5 (22) .6 (26) 6 (26) 4 (17)

- 19
N Mean 70 70-84 85~-99 100-114 114 -
St 52 87.8 10 (19) 13 (25) 14 (27) 10 (19) 5 (10)

SC 50 102.5 3(6)

4 ( 8) 10 (20)

21 (42) 12 (24)

NC 21 4.52 14 (67)

6 (28) 15 o0

NC 22 “114.53. 0- . 0 0 13 (59) 9 (41)
Gea'

N Mean 1.0  1.0-1.99 2.0-2.99 3.0
S 60 1.68 9 (15) 31 (52) 20 (33) 0
5C 56 2.50 0 8 (14) 36 (64) 12 (21)
NG 23 3.41 0 0 4 (17) 19 (83)

_Absences

N Mean 0-4 5-14 15-24 25-34 34
S 58 15.08 10 (17) 25 (43) 13 (22) 4 (1) 6 (10)
5C 51 6.76 25 (49) 19 (37) 7 (14) O - 0

0

R

=

Counselor Descriptions (How is Student GeffinqﬁAlonqxg

- Academically
N | Poor./F.Well/Satis.

With Students
Poor./F.Well/Satis.

With Teachers
Pooc/F.Well/Safis.

20 - 6: . 7

"B lweoy a8 (21
» 305 22
21 aoy an (1)

, 0 0 15
NG5 - (100

9 16 7
(28) (50) (22)
0 10 22

- (31 (69)
o 1 14
- 7 (93)

10 10 12
(31). (31) ( 38)
4 2 26
(12) (6) ( 81)
0 0 "

- -~ (100)

Note: Parenthetical entries to the right of or below the frequencies
are percentages. .

Ya=4, B=3, =2, D=1, F=0.

?Two "Don'+ know" replies for SC students under *Academically" and
ne for an Sl|.student under both "Students" and "Teachers" are omitted,
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. . ..
These dafafé:F summarizations from school record information, school

counselor ‘inferviews, and a one-page mailed socio-economic survey.
Table 3.14 provides abbrevuafed disfribufions of scores and/or tadlies
for these various data. - .

As earlier r‘ orted in terms of means and"ranqes (see Table 3.1),
the 67 Sl's, 59 Sggs‘

with respect to sex or Q. Regarding sex, roughly a third moré boys
han girls were nominated S|, and the opposite, approximately half again
s many girls were nominated NC as were boys. Regarding 1Q, nearly all
the 29 students with 1Q's below 85 are to be found in the S| sample,
only seven are in fh? SC sample, and no student with an 10 below 100
is in the NC sample.’ Though students with {0's above 114 were to be
found in all three samples, they accounted foly 41 percent of the
NC students, 24 percent of the SC sfudenfs and-10 percent of the SI
students. -...

School-grades provide a more directly rer%vanf s¢hool performance
measure. As might well be anticipated both by the 1Q distributions and
by the teacher descriptions and PSIC responses, the samples are very
different with respect to GPA. Eighty-three percent of the NC students
but not one S| student had a GPP. 3.0 or above. Sixty-seven percent
of the S| students but not one NC student had a GPA below 2.0. The
SC students were a middie group with 64 percent earning GPA's.in the
2.0 to 2.99 range.

School absences again provided pronounced NC, SC, S| sample sep-
arations with only one NC student having missed more than 14 school
days as contrasted with seven (14 percept) of the SC's and 23 (39 per-
cent) of the Sl's, At the high attendance end, approximately two-thirds
of the NC's, half of the SC's but only one in six of the Sl's missed
fewer than five days of school.

At the time the teacher descriptions were being ‘collected, the
school counselors in both schools were interviewed using a general stu-~
dent description check list form, The fourth section of Table 3.14
summarizes school counselor replies to the question, "How is the siu-
dent getting along?", asked with respect to his academic work, his
relations with other students, and his relations with his teachers.
Counselor replies were taliied as either "satisfactorily", "fairly
well", "poorly" or "don't know". This latter category wac used for
only 4 of the 237 replies and is not included in the table.

As may be seen from the tabled frequencies, the counselor descrip-
tions were much in agreement with the independently collected teacher
descriptions. With only one exception in the "student relations" area,

1 .
These figures, of course, ‘apply only to the 125 students having
10 data in their school records.

and“23 NC's const!tuting the study samples, fhough‘
©very s;mtlar with respect to age distributions, are clearly not alike
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all the NC's were described as getting along satisfactorily in all three
areas. "Satisfactorily" replies wera also very frequent for the SC
students, roughly three out of four in each area, and the "poorly"-
response was chosen only seven percent of the time. Pretty much 'the
reverse was true for the S| students; roughly only one student in four
in each area received "satisfactorily" descriptions, and the "pooriy"’
response used nearly a third of the time for describing relations with
other students and with teachers and 60 percent of the time with respect
to academics. :

1y —¥

Table 3,15 presenfs'frequency distributions for descriptions of
the S1, SC, and NC samples obtained from the replies on the social-
economic survey completed by the students' parents. Though compara-
ble generalization to the full Si, SC, and NC samples is precluded be-
cause of the large number of non returns (possibly due to the some-
what private nature of the data) and particularly because of the
hlsproporfionafely smal ler number of Si replies, the data is reported
here as the only data available to the project concerning these charae-
terisfics of the three samples. The frequencies presented in Table -
3.15- contrast the number of family members at home, annual family
incomes, and years of parents' formai schooling for- the Si, SC, and
NC study samples. ' '

As revealed in Table 3.15, the distributions of family sizes re-
ported on their socio-economic survey forms were about the same for
the three competency level groups, with roughly balf of all families
having either four or five at home persons. Annual famiiy income, how-
ever, varied considerably between groups, with an average reported in-
come of nearly $10,000 ‘for the NC familjes and be!low $6,000 for the
SI families., One-fourth of the S| familles reported incomes below
$4,000, one-twelfth of the SC families, and none of the NC familijes.
Only one S! family reported an income above $9,000, as contrasted with *
nearly a third of the SC families and nearly half of the NC families.

These intergroup differences, though samewhat less pronounced,
.maintained for number of years-of parents' formal schooling. The
basic similarity is that two~thirds of.the parents of all three groups
completed-high school. However, only one S! family reported continuing
/geyoﬁﬂ/ﬁlgh school as contrasted with nearly a third of the SC and

" NC groups, Furfher, the peicentages were practically reversed at the

low end of the scale; 29 percent of the' S! families reported that
they left school at or below the 8th grade, half that percentage of
SC families, and only one NC family,

In summarization, the foregoing school records, counselor desciiptions,
and family data reveal the teacher-nominated socially incompetent stu~
dent as more likely a male (6 out of 10), having below average 10 (7 oyt
of 10), typically doing failing or near falling school work (7 out of 10),
infrequently having good schoc! attendance (2 out of 10) and infre-
quently considered by his counselor as getting along satisfactorily
either academically or with other students (2 in 10). His family's

7S

¢
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Table 3.15 1

Freauency Distributions of Size of'Family at Home, Family Income,
and Parent's Education Reported by Parents of SI, SC, and NC Students

» Size of Family at Home

N x 3 4 5 6 7 S7
5 3 7 6 1 1
' .
S 25 °-0 (22)  (13) (300 (26) (4) (&)
2 15 13 =~ 5 3 2
SC 40 2.0 (5) (38 (32) (12) (8 ( 4
NC 15 4.8 2 6 3 2 2

(13)  (40) (20)- (13) (13) ‘

. Annual Fami'y lncome

N oy <4000 4-6000  7-9000 >9000
.‘ j
S| 24 5,8 6 (25) 4 (17) 13 (54) 1 4 4)

SC 35 8.1 308 6 (17) 16 (46) 10 (28)

NC 15 9.9 0 L2 .13) 6 (40) 7 (47)

School ‘Years of Parent's Education

N x <9 9-11 12 >12
Sl 24 10.7 7 (29) 1 (4 15 (62) 1 ( 4)
SC 34 1.6 5 (15) 6 (18) 13 (38) 10 (29)
NC 15 12.7 1 (7) 2 (13) 7 (47) 5 (33)

Note: Parenthetical entries below or to th= riaght of frequen-
cies are percentages.
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annual income‘is likely iower than that of his averaan classmate (1 in
4 below 14,000}, and there 15 a reasonable chance that his parents

- did not receive any formal schoolina beyond junior high school
(1 out of 3). From information based on the several school and family
descriptors just discussed, he would be indistinguishable from his
classmates only in terms of age or family size. This aroup represents
roughly ten percent of the total student population.

’
L At the other extreme, the student nominated by his teachers as
competent is more' likely a female (6 out of 10 NC's), always above,
———~.. average |Q, commonly receiving high grades (g8 out of 10) --never below
T a C average, typically missing few school days (7 out of 10), practi-
( cally always considered as doing satisfactorily by his counselor in
{ both academic and socia! relations areas. She is uniikely to be from
™2 home in which the annual Income is below $7,000 (2 out of 15), or
in which the parents have not at least completed high school (3 out
of 15). This group represented roughlv five percent of the student
ponulation. ’

- The SC students, though more like the NC +han the Sl students,
fell in between on all these school and home measures. This group
represents about 20 percent of the student population.

<

Essentially, the Section |1 data documents a high degree of inter-
. teacher agreement and repeatability in separating these poorly per-
forming students from their average and above .verage classmates,

The separation dimension glven these teachers, however, was social
incompetency. In further describlag the "behaviors" of thel¥ selected
students, the favored competent students received only positive de-
scriptions principally dealing with their personal traits such as
pleasant disposition (happy and smil'ing, etc.), sensitivity to others!'
feelings, and helpfulness and cooperation. The behavioral focus of
the teacher descriptions of the soclally incompetent students differed
tfor the two schools sampled, with one school emphasizing poor social
relations to the near neglect of deportment and the second school qulte
the-reverse. For neither the NC nor the S! students was academic fun-
ctioning emphasized nearly as much as were social relations and deport-
ment .

Returning now to a consideration of the data presented in this sec-
tion, without exceptlon, means for students identified as soclally
incompetent were lower on all the experimental tests and outside school
activity reports and home interview ratings than were means for their
more -avorably identlfied classmates. Distinctions between the SC and
NC groups, though generally favoring the ':t+ter students, were not as
clearly drawn. Considering first the experimental tests, the social

1., . i
This middle SC group was selected from the 129 students not
nominated either SI or NC by any of their teachers.

(4
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inference measure revealed the S| student as less able to correctly in-
terpret social cues, the information measures as describing himself as
less knowledgeable concerning persons important to him, the social rela-
tions measures as viewing these persons as less favorably interacting
with others. Together these measures suggest a deficit (as contrasted
to his higher scoring classmates) in apprehending his social environment
both in terms of content and support. 4

The non-school descriptions of the SAQ add to this deficit in terms
. of fewer home activities and less individual responsibility and initia-
tive in the away-fr -~-home activities for the teacher-identified social
incompetent. The home interviews conducted with parents and the students
themselves further enlarged upon-this description by providina predomi-
nantly negative reports of the Sl's relations with his peers, adults,
+ parents, and siblings. Only for the latter two family persons were the
behaviors of any of the NC students described a% less than getting along
"moderately well'.

School achievement reports perhaps most widely separated the NC-S!
interviewee groups, S| parents describing their son or dauaghter and Sl
students descrlblnq themselves as getting along f{ess than safisfacforlly
in school. Only in terms of "satisfaction" were seeming inconsistencies
in their data obtained; few S| students and fewer of their parents admit-
ted t6 "needs much improvement". Expressed dissatisfaction apparentiy
does not necessarily follow from admittedly unsatisfactory performance.

In the introductory section, the problem of definition of social %
incompetency was posed as a major first task to its measurement. |t
was further sugqested that in large part this definition resided in the Y

selection of the arbiter, i.e., who the judge was. 1In support of project
emphasis on the school setting, the classroom teacher was selected as the
central arbiter. His identifications were oriented toward school per-
formance.

In both schools studied, poor school achievers crowded the & ncompe-
tent nominee lists. Students from poorer homes and less well égucafed >
parents were also dispropcrtionately represented. In writing behavioral
descriptions about their Sl's, teachers stressed deportment problems
and poor social relations ahead of low academic achievement. Tests re-
lated to social comprehension and awareness discriminated aaainst these
"incompetent" students. But differences between teacher nominees extended
to their behaviors and activities outside of school as well. School
counselors noted these students' poor peer and adult relations. So did
their parents. So did the students themselves.

;
7
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The data may generally be summarized as revealing an "incompen-
tence syndrome” composed of unsubstantial school work, disruptive school
behaviors, neaative school and home environmental responses, noor social
relations, deficient social understandinas and awarenesses, and neanative
(deprecating) self appraisal. The following chapter will examine the
aenerality of this incompetence syndrome for adolescents attending
nredominantly biack neighborhood schools in an urban area.
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: SECTION |V

DESCR!®TION AND ANALYSIS OF PORTLAND TESTING DATA

'
3 v

A. Portiand Testing Program

The present section describes the Portiand testing program invoiving
The total attending eighth grade popuiations in two Portiand elementary
schools serving the Aibina District in Portland. This.testing program
was pianned both as an extension of the Eugene area testing described
in the previous sections and to provide evaluation data for triale of
experimental social competency.units in these two schools.

The Albina District is 2 highly concentrated, low income, predom-
inantly black community in the northeast section of Portiand. The nine
elementary schools in this area, identified as having among the lowest
achievemenrt levels and lowest income levels in the city', had been se~-
lected in 1966 as Model Schools to receive assistance directed at help=-
ing pupils achieye greater school success. The two schools providing
the study samples were recommended by the Office of the District Super-
intendent as best fulfilling both the project needs for several classes
of upper elementary students, a sufficient!y flexible schedule for test-
ing and trialof the units, and an especial ly cooperative and supportive
staff. It perhaps should be added that these schools were among the
more difficult schools in the district, with. high rates of absence and
suspension and low reading and writing skills, and would perhaps espe-
cially profit from trial of the remedial units. _ )

The first school, School N, had an enro!iment of 540 pupits, includ-
ing 85 eighth graders, and a teaching staff of some 45 teachers. Its ratio
of black pupils to white was 98:2. The second school, Schoo! M, had an
enroliment of 650 pupils, of whom 83 were eighth graders. It had 35
teachers. .Its ratio of black pupils to white was 75:25. The adminisira~
tors of both schools welcomed the project and fully agreed to support the
testing program and experimental units during the fall of 1971, A .
description of the Portland testing sample in terms of sex, race, age,
and recorded |Q is presented ianabIe 4.1,

‘"...The percentage of children from families receiving public as-
sistance with fow income in these schools ranges from 10.5% to 43% and
school achievement means ranged from .85 to 2.62 standard deviations
betow the cityswide school means." (Report to the Board of Education,
School District One, 1968).




Table 4.1

Description of the iPortland Test Sample in Terms
of Sex, CA, 10, and Kace

{

, Race ' CA ' 10! ‘
N Black White Other Mean Range Mean Ranqe
» 7/ -

| School N "

; Male ‘41 39 2 0 163.8 153-181  90.5 65-98

| i Female 44 40 3 1 162.9 155-177 87.5 74-103

[ Total es 79 5 1 163.4 153-181 89.5 65-103 .
| School ™

i Male .35 24 11 0 162. k. 155-176  97.8 70-175

| Female 48 33 1" 4 163.2 155-182 89.6 84-113

E Total 83 57 22 4 162.7 155-182 93.0 70-125

\ .

; Total 168 136 27 5 163.0  153=182  91.3 ' £5-12

| Sample - . ‘ 22 E ' N { .

]IO's were‘ééailable for only 52 students. These 10's were princi-
pally based on the Kuhlmann-Anderson Test as -recorded in the student's
school record tolder..

[

Aside from.the uniqueness of the Eugene area samples tested (stu-
dents from relatively-Small, semi-rural, all white junior hiah schools),
a seriows limitation of the initial experimental testing data was-that
it was not suited to simultaneous examination of varioqs test scores
‘obtained for the different competency level students. ‘Because of the
time consuming individual testing, only a limited number of students
had received all tests, too few to recommend- multivariate analyses;
of the 149 consensually teacher-identified School B and C students
only 41 had fuyll data from as many as three of the four major experi-
mental measures. Accordingly, a requirement of the project's secund
testing effort was to maximize student sample size.

tions in Portland was planned during the summer of 1971, Continuity
with the Eugene area samples was desired, but because of differences
in the testing settings, and most particularly because of the intended
larae samplipng of students and the concomitant requirement for qrouss
testing ipstead of individual testing instruments, close ‘approximations

|
The testing program for the predominantly black student popula-
of the testing instrument. used earlier were precluded.
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.

As was reported in Section 111, the testing of the fudene area sam-~
ptes-involved experimental measures of (a) the students' social-inferen-

.tial ability usina the Test of Social Inference, (1) his self-descriptions °

and estimates of how his teachers would describe him, (c) his knowlédqq}
of persons important to him and his judgment of those persons' "social
relations, (d) his reports of non-school activities both in terms “of
number of activities and his initiation and self~direction of these ac-
tivities, and (e) ‘interview reports of his parents' and his own descrip- -
tions of and satistaction with how well he was gefting along with peers,
parents, and other adults, and with his school-activities.' .

. Generally, the Portland testing plan followed these earlier fes?
emphases. A social inference test for.-group administration was deve oped
to measure the students' ability to interpret social situatigns. This

“test involved a multiple choice format using a set of pictures of social

activities requiring student interpretation.

, Using a partially exper imenter supplied, partially student supptied .
listing of peers andeadults, student ratings of how well. they (the stu-
dents) get along with their listed persons were obtained. Teachers made
similar ratings of their students.. Student estimates of how these listed
persons, including their teachers, rated them were also obtained, *' These
rating and estimating procedures provided a number of measurés\of social
relationships, how the studénts preceived themselves as relating.to var- .
ious groups of other persons .(classmates, other similar age acquaintances,
school aduits, other adults they had Fisted), how they believed these o
ofther nersons considered them, how their ‘classmates and teachers rated - R
their social interactions, and how aware they were as to how others -
rated them. . © - :

In addition, student self-descriptions were obtained both using a
self-appraisal Inventory with subscale~ pertaining to famfiy, scholastics,
peers, and general self-concept, and an attitude-towards-school scale
with subscales focusing on attitudes toward tdachers, schoo! in general, t
school work, and peers. As with the Euqgene students, scholasti¢ reports
and teachel comments were abstracted from the Portland students' school
records to provide a broader base for describing these students' school

<

behaviors.

A major data addition for the Portland sample was the daily teachers'
ratings of their students' class preparation, contribution, and disrup- -
tive behaviors. Later interviews with elghth grade home room teachers
and with unit leaders concerning thair students' social behaviors provided

more summative student descriptions. - Individual home Interviews with parents '’

and students were not conducted for the Portland-samplie, principally

.because of time and cost |imitations.

Though all eighth grade classes were tested both before and after.
conducting trials of two experiméntal -educational units, one in each of
two classes, the intended evaluations of these units using pre-/post-
test differences were not made due o management problems In conducting
the experimental unhits (see Section V). e '

t .
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The first testinrg was scheduled during the fourth week of the school term,
the post-test eleven weeks later, one week preceding the Christmas holiday.
To increase the observational periods and the stability of the classroom
teacher ratings, these ratings were made during three different five-day
periods, the week of th pre-testing, one to three weeks! prior to the
post-testing, and the fifth week a¢tar the Christmas vacation. The tea-
cher - unit leader interviews were cond.cted followina this third ratina
period. The school record data was examined first during the fall and then
more briefly in May the close of the school vear? to note additional
teacher entries.

The following subsections afford a more compiete description of tie
experimental tests used, class and student score distributions on these
tests, and a description of tha interrelatedness of these test scores with
teacher-centered measures of the student's school behaviors. The develop-
ment and trial testing of the experimental ‘educationa! unit is described
in the next section of this project report. The final section offers a
tying in of the results and conclusions from both the Eugene area ard Fort-
iand data. ‘

B. Testing Instruments

1. Picture Infetﬁrefaflon Test. As described In Section III.A.LS,
the Test of Social Inference (TSI) is an individually administered picture
interpretation test scored to provide measures of the student's social in-
terential ablllfy Though affempfs to develop A slide projection admini-
stration of the TSI to educable retarded adolescente’ have been unsuccess-
ful, 4 this method.was nonetheless tried as the simplest method for uroup
nresenfafton and possibly feasible with nonretarded eighth araders. A
further departure from the earlier aroup presentation attempt was the pre-
paration of cets of multiple choice response alfernﬁflves to accompany
the picture presentation and the question asked abgut each picture.

In preparing the P! l, several! hundred o|cfure appearinn .in adverti-
sinq and story sections in recent editions of poouﬂar magazines such as
Life, Look, Ebony were screened for possible use as stimulus pictures for

i

{
This variable paricd was occasione¢ by changes in class schedulings
due to parent conferences and related special evenfs

2The 1971~1972 public school year in Porfladd ended May 11 due to a
reduced school budget.

’

Also see the supplement to this report for an extensive examination
of the TS| scores for some 1,000 MR adolescents in terms of samplina gone-
ralizations and re.ationships i various concomitant variables.

4 . .

Personal communication from B. Ldmonson. ' Reference to othur unsuc-
cessful variations for administerina the 191 are reported in | dmonson,
de: Junn, teland and lLeach. 1971, chapter 2.

]

B
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testing the adnlescent's recoanition and under;fandings of what was
happenina in a social scene. Current TSI pictures were also consid-
erod. A major selection criterion was the project staff's ability

to create a set of five, reasonable, brief alternatives to some qeneral
auestion about the picture such as, "What's happening here?", or,

"why is this hanpening?"

fhe first experimental set of 19 nictures, each reproduced as
a 2x2 black and white slide and shown with an accompanying question
and set of alternatives was trlal tested in the late spring of 1971
in three junior high school' classes in a schoo! district suburban
to"Tacoma, Washington. On the basis of item difficulties and item-
total test relationships, some pictures were deleted and response
alternatives rewritten.

The modified test was again trial administered during the summer
to a small pre-curriculum trial sample of black Schoo! N eighth
aradars. On the basis of that administration further changes were
made in the response alternatives and 15 pictures were retained, the
first as a practice picture. In both trial administrations, a mimeo-
graphed test booklet with the stimulus questions and their five alter-
native answers were distributed to the students. A copy of these
auestions and alternatives is presented in Appendix F. To-assist
students with reading problems, each question and alternative was read
aloud to the class as the corresponding picture was shown. The stu-
dent's task was simply to circle his preferred response.' The test
administration required approximately 15 to 20 minutes of class +ime.

These proccdures were retained for both the pre-and post-testing
in the Portland schools. In all, 157 -students were tested on at least
one of the two testings. Testing conditions during the PIT admini-
strations were.not Ideal, however. One problem was that room liahting
and student distance from the nrojection screen varied in each of the
six classrooms, though no student complaints were noted reqarding visi-
bility of the pictures. Imprecise focusing and unsteady projection
also occurred for teachers less adeptat usling the slide projector.
Student recollection of their earlier trial testing was apparent from
some of thelr remarks during the testing. )

-

]An attempt to more expansively measure the student's understandinas
and interpretations of the PIT pictures by allowina open-ended, free
responses to an added set of four pictures was abandoned due to problems
with illegible handwriting and the extreme dependence of these re-
sponses upon written lanquage abilities. Trial scoring of these free
responses correlated only .35 with the multiple choice.part of the
PIT for 67 School N students with readable papers.

é’ 4
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The PIT was scored‘simply as the number of items correct with a
maximum possible score of 14 and a minimum of zero. The pre- and post-
test FIT means for the six classes of Portland eighth graders are pre-
sented in Table 4.2. As may be noted from the generally low means of
five or six items correct in Table 4,2, the PIT was & generally difficult

-
@

Table 4.2

Pre- and Post-Test PIT Means for Six Classes of Eighth Craders

School N School M
Class No. i 2 3 4 5 6 Total
N* 28 27 25 25 27 25 157
Pre-Test 5.9 5.4 5.4 6.4 56 5.6 5.7
Post~Test 6.2 6.7 6.7 6.6 6.6 6.4 6.3

*Number of students completing either the pre- or the post-test or
both.

test for the eighth graders tested. A chance score for the 14-item

test would be 2.8. The class standard deviations of approximately two
Items in all classes indicated a reasonable spreaa of scores. For the
total group, PIT scores ranged from zero to nine on the first testing

and from four 1o *enon the second testing. Comnarison across classes reveals
fairly constant means both for the first testing and again for the second
testing.

In all ¢lasses,  fewer errors were made on the retesting, second
test class means consistentiy being higher than first test means.
However, examination of individual score changes reveals considerable
individual variation hare too, with a third of the students achieving
lower scores on their second testing and another twelve percent with
unchanged scores. Though nearly half of the students changed their
score by only one item or less (another 23 percent changing by two items),’
this variability in direction resulted in a pre/post-test correlation
of only .28. Quite possibly the variable room lighting and imprecise
focusing of the slide projector may have affected different students
differently. Though the unsatisfactory retest coetficient suqgested
minimal usefulness of the PIT score In further analyses, the possibility
that a sufficiently improved score stability would result from combining
the pre-and post-test scorec into a simple double length measure led
to its retention as a combined pre/post-test score in examining the
interrelations among the other test scores.

2. The Self Appraisal l|nventory. The Self Appraisal Inventory
(SAl) was developed by the UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation,
Instructional Objectives txchanqge, as onc of several experimental mea-
sures for assessing educational programs desiqned to improve learners'
self concepts. The inventory contains 80 fairly direct self-report

85
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statements written in the first person. Twenty of the statements per-

tained to the dimension of family self-concept, i.e., one' self esteem
Generated from family interactions, a second set of a peer dimension,

i.e., one's self-esteem associated with peer relations, a third set to

a scholastic dimension, l.e., one's self-esteem derived from success or
failure in scholastic efforts, and a final set to a general dimension,

i.e., a comprehensive estimate of how self is esteemed. (10X, 1970, pp.5-6).

The: inventory is administrable either as a true-false scale or as
a four-point Likert-scale of strongly agree, agree, disaqree, and
strongly disagree. Scoring guides. are provided for the scoring of
four 20-item subscales (family, peer, scholastic, and general), as wel |
as a total 80-item score. On the basis of the summer trial testing
with the small School N sampie, the simpler true-false administration
was used for the pre-test. The lack of apparent problems during this
testing and the considerable loss of possibly discriminatory data
‘mitigated against continued use of the dichotomous response form.
The lack of student difficulty in usinc the four-point Likert response
form on the post-test administration of the SAl supported this decision
to'modify the testing procedure.! For both test administrations,
all statements were read aloud to the students, the test administra-
tions each requiring approximately 20 minutes. The 80~item Likert
scale form of the SAl is.presented in' Appendix G. The pre- and post-
test SAl means for the six classes of Portiand eighth graders is pre-
sented in Table 4.3,

For the first test, the subscales of the SA! were scored simply as
the number of favorably worded items the student checked as true of
himself plus the number of negatively worded items which he checked
as not true of himself. The possible range of subtest scores was from
zero to 20 for each subtest., On the post-test, "sfronglf\agree",
"agree", "disagree", "strongly disagree" for positively worded items
were scored 4, 3, 2, and l, respectively, and the reverse, 1, 2, 3, and
4, for negatively worded items. The possible range of subtest scores
on the post-test was therefore from 20 t6 80. A neutral score on the
true-false and Likert type scale administration would be 10 and 50,
respectively. As may be noted from the Table 4.3 class means entries,
with a partial exception of the scholastic subscale, all classes averaged
consistently above the neutral area of fhe scale.

Correlations between subscale scores were general ly moderate,
ranging from the fow .40's to the mid .60's, suggesting reasonable
independence among the four sets of SA! |tems. Inspection of indivi-
dual student scores on the peer, family, and general subscales for:*
the true-false administration revealed less than one in seven students
selecting more negative than posl!tive SAi items in describing them-
selves., For the scholastic subscale, this ratio tncreased to one in
four students. (Inspection of the individual student subscales scores
for fh¢ four-point scale readministration of the SAl revealed nearly
identical low proportions of students scoring below the neutral score
of 50 on each of the four scales.

{
'However, in terms of the present Portland data, this modifica-
tion to a four-point scale did not appear to add to interpupil or

interscale score discriminations. Revisions of the SAI are resent
being considered by the UCLA “test dz;g;opers. presently
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Table 4.3
Pre- and Post-Test SAl Means for Six Classes of 8th Graders '

School N School M
Class No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
N 25 25 . 23 26 26 24 149

Peers ) i

Pre 14 13 12 13 12 14 13

Post 55 55 56 55 52 57 55
Family .

Pre - 15 16 13 15 13 15 14

Post 56 57 56 55 55 58 56
Scholastic - .

Pre 12 13 12 12 10 14 12

Post 54 53 51 50 54 54 53 ‘
General

Pre 14 13 12 + 14 14 14 14

Post 56 55 55 58 55 57 56
Total . ) .

Pre 55 55 50 54 49 57 53

Post 220 220 218 219 214 226 220

e

*Number of students completing ei{her the pre- or post-test
or both. )

Examination of the stability of SAIl subscale scores over the ten
week retest period was difficult due to change in response format.
Scatterplots of individual subscales revealed roughly a fourth of
the students earning retest scores within two score points of the same
relative position they received on the basis of the first testing.
Appraximately an equal number of students had higher or lower relative
posy-test scores, most (approximately half of all students tested) with
retest scores within another five score points of the scatterplot dia-
gonal representing no relative change.

Product moment correlations between the first and secohd admini-
stration SAl subscale scores were .54, .54, .60, and .39 for the peers,

fami ly, scholastic, and general subscales, respectively. Since these

.before further analysis. Accordinqgly, "double lenath" scores were
-computed for each student for each of his four SA| subscales. In

coefficients may be regarded as a lower estimate of the subtests'
reliability (involving as they do a change in test response format
and a ten-week interval), improved score stability is to be recommended

effect, these new subscale scores were summations of standard scores,
the welthlng equation roughly equivalent to addinq half the second
administration score to the firat test administration score.

87
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3. Pupil Opinion Questionnaire. The Pupil Opinjon Questionnaire
(POQ) is a 60-item Likert scale, developed by the KanZas City Youth
Development Project (Glick, 1967) far use with upper elementary school
children. The authors describe the items as designed on 3n a priori ba-
sis to tap distinguishable attitudes tqward four "aspects” of the school
experience, teachers, school in general, school work, and peers. The POQ
accordingly provides four subscales, each based on 15 items. Intercor-
relations among thessubscale scores were reported as ranging from .55
to .70 and stability coefficients for pupils retested after a seven month
interim similarly in the .51 to ,7! range. The test authors suggested
that the shorter range stabiiity 1iay be considerably higher, A valid-
ity study of the total POQ score supported the POQ assessment of attitudes

as consistent with independent teacher nominations of their. "best" attitude )

and "worst" attitude students.

The POQ was included in the Portland sample test battery to provide
measures of the students':-evaluations and feel ings about their classroom
experiences. Though surface similarities -appear among some of—the Self
Appraisal Inventory and POQ items, the two test formats clear|y\ 1iffer,
the SAl written in the first persdn stressing ‘the respondent's personal
involvement and the POQ written mostly in the third person as descriptions

of the school setting and the behaviors and feelings of teachers and
other pupils. The POO items are presented as Appendix H.

Students responded to the POQ items by circling a letter next to
each statement indicating the extent of their agreement or disagreement,
very much, a little, or neither. As with the PIT and SAl, though alil
students received a copy of the questionnaire, items were nonetheless
read aloud to assist poor readers. Approximately 15 minutes of Class '+ &
time were required to read and answer the 60 items. Both the pre~test’
and post-test of the POQ were administered as part of the two half-days -
test battery.

The pre- and post-test POQ subtest and total score means for the
six classes_of Portland eighth graders are presented in Table 4.4,

, The subtests were scered according to a key designed by the test
authors which provided for pdssible maximum and minimum subtest scores
of 75 and 15, respectively, for pupils consistently reporting high agreement
(or high disagreement) with subtest items reflecting positive attitudes
and high disagreement ( or high agreement) with those reflecting nega-
tive attitudes. A neutral subtest score would be around 45. As may
.te noted from the Table 4.4 entries, class means for most of the sub-
tests were around a score value of 45, none of the 48 class means more
than 4 scc-e points above this neutral point and only one class mean more
than seven score points below. !

1

These Portland class means were typi~ally about ten score points
lower than those reported for the Kansas City classes of predominant!y
inner-city stdents (Click, 1967.) )
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Table 4.4

Pre- and Post-Test POQ Means for Six Classes of 8th Graders

) School N School M
Class No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
N* 24 25 24 26 26 25 150
"School in
General ¢ ‘ '
Pre 46 49 41 45 35 40 43
fost 44 ; 44 41 38 38 40 41
Schoolwork
Pre 46 46 45 46 41 45 45
Post . 47 48 41 42 42 44 - 44
Teachers
_Pre 45 49 42 43 38 40 43
Post 46 45 38 44 39 44 42
Peers .
Pre 49 48 46 46 46 46 47
Post 48 . 47 47 48 45 47 47
Total
Pre 186 192 175 180 160 170 178
Post 184 183 166 171 164 176 174
A

*Number of students compléting
both.

either the pre- or post-test or

“In effect, very little interclass difference in subtest means was ob-
tained, though one class (Class 5) most typically provided the lowest
means. i

Inspection of individual student scores on the four POQ subscales
revealed that by far the large majority of students' POQ subtest scores
fetl quite close to their class means. Less than one in ten students
received a score below 30, representing anaverage response of "a little
acreement" (or disagreement) with positively (or negatively) worded
statements. Subscale POQ standard deviations for both the pre- and
post-testing tended to vary between 6 and 11 score points with a median
sigma >f 8.6. Correlationrs between subscale scores were reasonably
high, ranging from the high .50's to the mid .70's for pairings of the
sch&o!_in general, schoolwork, and teachers subscales but were consider-

ablydower for all pairings of these subscales with the peers subscale,
these latter correlations ranging from .13 to a hiah of only .33,
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POQ subscale scores over the ten week retest period were examined
for stability in terms .of pre-/post-test score scatterplots, which re-
vealed that roughly one-fourth of the students received post-test scores
within two score points of their first scores. Another two-fifths of the
students had post-test scores within another five score polnts of their
pre-test score. As may have been expected from the generally similar
pre- and post-test means, approximately the same number of students had
higher (more favorable) pre-test scores as had higher post-test scores.

Product moment  correlations between the first and second admini-
stration POQ subscale scores were similar to those for the SAl subscales,
in particular, I's of .53, .48, .55, and .32 for the school in general ,
school work, teachers, and pesrs subscales, respectively, In a sense,
these POQ retest coefficients, too, may be interpreted as conservatlve
estimates of the subscales' reliability given a briefer retest interval,
However, the somewhat higher coefficients reported for the Kansas City
Students based on a seven month retest interval (Glick, ibid.) suggests
instability problems related more to the particular student sample tested
and perhaps to the less than perfect test administration. procedures fol-
lowed. In any event, as with the preceding tests, in the Interests of
improved score stability "double length" scores were computed for each
student for each of his four POQ subscales by summing his pre- and post-
test scores,

4. Peer Ratings and Estimating Procedure. The basic format for
the peer ratings and estimating procedures used in the Portland testing
was the same as that ysed with samp les of Eugene area students descrihed
in subsection {11, B.3, namely, developing a long list of persons known
to the student and requiring him to assign letter grades of either A,
By, C, D, or F to each name according to a selected aspect of that per-
son's social relations. Experience with the Eugene area sample had shown
that requiring the students to prepare long llsts and allowing them a two-
day take -lome period in which to complete them necessitated repeated re-
minders, especlally to the Sl students, to return fheir lists; therefore
the Portland procedu-es cimplified the list writing by beginning each
student's recalled persons list for him, He received a booklet in which
were the typed names of all other eighth graders in his school and atl
of the teaching and adult sunport staff he was likely to know. In effect,
each student list thereby began with 75 to 80 names of peers and another
15 to 18 names of adults, The student then «deleted names of persons un-
known to him and addea as many more peers and adults as he could recall
in 15 to 20 minutes of his class testing period. Generally, students
were cooperative in this regard, typically -adding from éo to 20 peer names

‘and #to 15 adult names. In the same class period, thé pupils were in-
structed to grade each person on their lists by circlihg elther A% B,

C, D, or Fin terms of"how well you get along with them ==~ not if that
person is 'good' or 'bad" but only how well you two‘get along together".

Teor example, the examiner's reading of all 60 questions probab’ly
slowed down more enthuslastic responding, as dis the tzi! position of

90
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The rating sheet had provided for columns of A'
and F's next to the typed and added names.

s, B's, C's, D's,
These completed columns

were cut off by the examiners prior to the second testing day.

On the second day his |ist of names was returned to the stydent
and he was instructed to agaln give each lisfed person a grade of
A, B, C, D, or F but this time according to how the student believec
fhaf person would, or did, grade him "on how well he or she gets along
with you". This esflmafinq task took approximately~45 minutes. During
all listing, rating, and estimating tasks, two fesf%érocfors moved about
the room offering further instruction to slower or Pess responsive
students. The complete recal!l ratings and estimating instryctions to-
qgether with a copy of a rafing sheet page are presented in Appendlx l.

The taliying of student ratings and estimates provided several
social relations scores. To begin with, the ratings a student made
of others provides a.self-description of his "socialability"”, in par-

ticular, how successful he percelves and reports
teracting with other persons. Averages of these
computed separately for ratings made of same sex
persons, and within this breakout, for peers and
separately for his grade peers and school &dults

himself to be in in-
"ratings made" were
and of opposite sex
for adults, and again
and for his recalled

persons. Because of the smaller number of recalled adult persons,
sex breakouts were not made within this subgrouping. Since some stu-
dents had added few names in a given subgrouping or had neglected to
rate very many of them, -an. arbitrary minimum of four rared names was
required for computing averages for any subgrouping.

The came subgroupings were malle for the student's estimates.
In contrast with the averages for his "ratings made” which focused on -
the student's self-description of his interactions wivh others, the
average estimates provide measures of the student's perception of how
well he is functioning socially in’terms of others accepting him, how
he believes various groups of other persons like and support him, Both
the average ratings made and average estimates are, of course, pheno-
menologically prescribed measures, that is, bound by the student's
unique constructions and interpretations oY "what'is out there".
difference is simply ore of perspective. In effect, the estimates
were obtained to add the further dimension of reciprocity, the stu-
dent being instructed for his second testing session to consider and
report not his getting along with "them", but their judgment of him-
self. The general range of mode afe to low correlations between average
ratings made and average est! mates in part support this distinction
as an operational difference.

The

The estimates were obtained- for a further reaggn, to permit mea-
sures of the student's accuracy in describing 1.ow others consider him.
ln,a sense, this accuracy Is an informational score, jknowing how others
rate onesel!. Operationally, the accuracy score wasldefined as the
.average of the differences (ignoring signs) between ¢ach estimate made
for another ‘and that other's rating made of him, Snﬂce ratings of the

( ;
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students were made only by other eighth graders and by teachers having
these students in either their social studies, mathematics, reading,

or physical education classes’, accuracy measures were limited to these
subqroups. More specifically, average accuracy scores were computed
only for subgroupings of same sex and opposite sex peers and for school
adults, combining the sexes in the latter subgrouping.

The final set of social relations measures was similarly {imited
to subgroupings of same sex and opposifesex peers and schoo! adults,
These were the averages of ratings received by a student from those
rating him, Characteristically, only moderately low correlations obtaln
between the ratings made by a rater and those received by him (Gardner
and Thompson, 1956; Meyer and dg Jung, 1963; de Jung, 1966). The former
are based on ratings made by one person describing how he gets along
with many other persons while the latter, though descriptions of the
same social diads, 'i.e., the same pairings of two person interactions,
reflect the perceptions of many persdns. More succinctly, the former
are self-description measures and the latter group descriptions, how
the group says they get along with the rater. The popular, well-liked,
sociable student would surely receive higher ratings than his social ly
unattractive peer,

The foregoing paragraphs have introduced 15 measures derived from
the rating-estimating procedures, five average. ratings made, five average
estimates made, three averages for accuracy, and two for ratings received.
The eight different averages based on grade peer data were first exa-
mined separately by class to note whether same class members gave each
other higher ratings or e;%imafes than they did“students in the other
two eighth grade classes. For none of these measures were same class -
other class differences systematically or sufficiently large to warran+t
maintaining separate ratings and estimating means according to the same
class - other class designations of the rater-ratee or estimator-esti--
matee pairings. Accordingly, all the grade peer mean ratings and esti-
mates (and accuracy measures) discussed in this report will be based
on all eighth grade ratees and/or estimatees combined.

Lxaminations were also made of differences in ratings and estimates
made according to the sex matching of rater-ratee and estimator-estimatee
pairina, i.e., boys rating or e.timating other boys or adult males
as contrasted with boys rating or estimating airls or adult females,
and similarty, airts rating and estinmating same and ooposite gex per-
sons. As with earlier rating studies (de Jung, 1967; Cross, 1966), stable
differences favoring the same sex pairings were found Though product
moment corre:ations between ratinas or betweer. estimates made of the
same-sex persons and of opposite sex persons were moderately high (in
the .50's and .60's), the fact that typically higher ratings and esti-
mates were made for -ame sex persons warned against comg*;inq same sex-
and opposite sex data. Excepting the recall persons ratlhas )

4

These teacher rating procedures are described in the following
subsection. ,
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and estimates, where the smaller listing of persons rated or estimated
precluded stable sex subgrouping of ratees and estimatees, the same
sex-opposite sex means were retained in this report. ’

The class means for the 16 pre- and post-test social relations mea-
sures derived from the rating and estimating procedures are presented
in Table 4.5: In computing these means, the !etter grades of A, B,
C, D, and F were converted to numerical values of 4, 3, 2, 1, and 0,
respectively. Higher mean ratings or mean estimates therefore indicate
more favorable ratings or estimates., The reversg is true of the means
for the accuracy measures which reflecr differences between estimates
of ratings made and the actual ratings made, fhaf Is, lower accuracy
. means indicate greater accuracy.

As may be noted from Tabte 4.5 means, the major differences in rat-
ings appeared to be between the different social relations measures
rather than between classes. PPersons whose names they had added to their
lists consistently received the students' highest average ratings and
also their highest average expected ratings. These ratings averaded
midway between an A and a B. Apparently students predominantly added
namas of their faYored persons, or at any rate, persons with whom they
got along better,. ' Generally the class mean estimates tended to mirror
the mean ratings, the classes with the highest ratings also expecting
the hlghest ratings in return, and vice versa.

Though the bulk of the ratings and estimates were<A's and B's, con-
siderable interstudent variability did occur. Class s*tanc.. d«gdeviations
typically approached 1.0 score polnts or the equivalent sf a chanae
in one letter grade. Slightly higher sigmas vere obtained for the
opposite sex ratings and estimates. A perhaps related finding was the
anticipated lower mean ratings and lower estimates for opposite sex peers
than for same sex peers. This boy-boy and girl-girl preference was
true for all six of the eighth grade classes.

Class means of ratings made and those received were less related,
particularly for ratings made and received from achool adults, the latter
{ratings received) being higher for every class. It should be noted
that the same list of school .adults is not involved in both the ratings
the student makes and those he receives, i. d., he rated from 14 to 18
listed names but he was rafed by only four ?chool adults, his social
studies, math, reading, and p.e. teachers.

>

- /
lThis had not been true in eariier redal | studies in white middle
class schools (de.Jung, 1967).

Zlf perhaps should be added that to the extent .that the mean ratings
made and the mean ratings received are both based on the same full qroups
ot raters (as in the case of the means for atl classes combined), these
qroup means will be identical (except for rounding errors) since both
would be computed from the same matrix of ratinas.
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Table 4.5
Pre-Test and Post~Tegt Kverage Ratings Made,
Average Estimates Made, Average Ratings Received,

and Average Accur cy Means for Six Classes of Bth Graders

N School N School M
Class? 1 2 3 . 475 ¢ Total
N, 29 29 27 27 28 28 - 168
Ave. Ratings Made of - s
Same Sex Peers ¢ ,
Pre 3.3 3,0 3.4 2.3 2.5 3.4 2.9
Post 3.3 2,9 30 - 2.4 2.8 2.9 2.9
Opposite Sex Peers ' ‘
Pl"e' 208 205 3.0 * '.' 109 205 2.3
Post 2.6 .2.4 2.7 2.0 2,1- 2.5 2.4
Recalled Peers ' ’
Pre 3.5 3,4 3,17 3.1 3.3 3,7 3.4
Post 3.5 3.1, 3.6 " 3.5 3.2 3.8 3.5
Schoo! Adults P
Pre 3.0 2,9 2.7 2.4 2,5 3.4 2.8
Post 3.1 2.8 2.6 2{5 2.6 3,0 2.8
Recalled Adults
Pre 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3 3.1 3.8 3.6.
Post 3.5 3.4 3.3 3,6 3.5 3.7 3.5
5 N
Ave,.. Est, of Ratings by .
Same Sex Peers
Pre 3.3 3.0 3.6 2,5 2.6 3.4 3.1
Post 3.7 2.9 3.2 2.5 3.0 3.1 3,0
Opposite Sex Peers C
Pre ‘ 29 2.6 3.3 1.3 1.8 2.4 2.4 .
Post 3.2 2.6 3.0 1.9 2.2 2.6 2.5
Recalled Peers ' ’ ,
Pre 3.6 3,3 3.8 3.4 3,3 3,7 - 3,5
Post 3.9 3.2 3.5 3.3 3,6 3.6 L35
School Adults ]
Pre 3.3 3,0 3.3 2.4 2.6 3.4 3.0 .
POS"’ @ 3.5 249 3.' 2.6 2.9 3.0 3.0
Recalled Adults -
Pre 3.6 3,7 3.7 3.3 3.3 .3,9 3.6
Post 3.8 3.7 3,2 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.6

'Number of students completing eithar pre- or post-test ratings
or both, )

»




Table 4.5 (continued)

) School N School M Total
A . . —
Ave Ratings Rec., from : > 3 3 5 z
Same Sex Peers
Prel 3.2 3.3 3.1 2.1 2.4 2.7 2.8
Post 3.0. 3.1 2.9 2.7 2.1 2.7 2.9
Opposité Sex Peers ¢
Pre 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.4
Post - v 2,6 2.6 2.5 2.1 2.1t 2.4 2.4
School Adults -
Pra 3.3 3.t 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.6 3.3
Post 3.6 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.9 3.3 3.2
Accuracy in Estimating
Ratings Made by .
Same Sex Peers
Pre .8 .9 .8 1.1 11 .8 .9
Post , .8 .9 .8 1.1 .9 1.0 .9
Opposite Sex Peers . L3
Pre . 1.1t -t .9 1.5-1,5 1.3 1.2
Post 1.0 1,2 1.2 1.2.1.3 1.0 1.2
School Adults ‘
Pre _ .8 .8 .8 1.4 .4 7 1.0
Post .4 1.0 .9 9 1.0 1,0 1.0

Note: A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0; a lower accuracy score indicates less
estimating error. ) . !
q .- .
Accuracy means, i.e., the class averages for estimating how other
eiahth graders rate onesalf generally were about 1.0, or an averane
error of one letter grade. - These class means typically varied amonq
classes less than 0.5. As with the mean ratings and estimates, same sex -
onposite sex differences were obtained with all classes revealina areater
inaccuracy (higher means) In predictina ratinns made by opnosite sex peers
than bv same sex peers. ’ . ‘

Considering now the pre-test and posf—fg;#fg;frles fpgefher. a
reasonable stability of class means is to B@ ‘noted in nearly ali instances.
Judging from the total classes columns at the right of Table 4.5, post-
test changes are about evenly distributed in terms of "gains" and "losses",
the total class means remaining nearly identical. Pre-sest/post-test
correlations for these several social relations measures, however, varied
considerably with high ot .77 for estimates made of same sex peers and of

L
.
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opnosite sex peers to slightly lower for the ratinas made of qrade peérs,
| ower again for the estimates and ratings of recalled peers, and leas+
for ggfings and estimates involving adults. These ltter socia! relations
measUres are expectedly the least stable inasmuch as each student's score
_tends to be based on fewer persons rated or estimated for. The median
test-retest correlations for these social relations measures was ,60,

As with the previous défa} the individual student ratings, estimates,
and accuracy scores on his two test administrations were further examined
for changes in terms of scatterplots for each pair of pre~ and post-test

- measures. Half-point score intervals were used in preparing these scatter-

plots, “and counts made of the number of studentsfalling in the major
diagonai cells, i.e., receiving a post-test score on a social relations
measure within 0.5 score points of their fir&t test score.

For most of the social relations measures, this halt arade diffor-
ence atcounted for more than 60 percent of the students. Hoth ‘the high-
est and lowest percentages of 'very nearly identical scores occurred for
the accuracy scores. The highest percentaqes were for the same sex and
onposite sex accuracy scores and the lowest percentaaes were for the
nstimates of ratinas made by their classroom teachers. As with the cor-
relation coefficients, the factor of fewer others to ratc or estimate for
appears to directly relate to the instability of that ratinq.or estimate.
tn the absence of systematic test-retest channes and to support both data
reduction and increased score stability for further statistical analyses,
all of "the social relations measures were "double-lenathed" bv summing pre-
and post test scores. ’ .

’

5. Teacher Ratings. Three daily teacher ratings and two weekly
teacher ratings were ortained for the Portland sample from four of their
classroom teachers, their social studies tescner who was also their home

room teacher, their mathematics feacher,_readlng teacher, and physical
education teacher. N

~.

The first set involved three classroom behavior ratings recorded
daily by the feachers for a one-week period. The first rating concerned .
classroom preparation and was made on a four-point scale with scale
positions.identified as "well prepared™, "adequately prepared", "poorly
prepared”, and "shows no evidence of any preparation", These cateqories
were scored 3, 2, 1, and 0, respectively. The second rating concerned
class contribution. This scale also involved four descriptive categories

. to quide teacher ratings: constructive participation..."the class better

off for his having been’ there", "the class a |ittle better off for his
having been there", "the class would have been the same wiihout lim",
and "the class would have been better off without him — he interfered’
with the class activities". These categories were scored 2, 1, 0, and
-1, respectively, but later converted to a 3, 2, 1, 0 system to avoid
neqgative numbers, The third ratings concerned disruptive behavior and
were made on a three-point scale. The rating category descriptions
were, "interrupts class activities", "engages in attention drawing be-
haviors which do not seriously interrupt class activities", and "exhi-
bits no disruptive behaviors". These categories were scored 2, 1, and
0, respectively.

N
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In addition to the three daily ratings, the four classroom teacters

were asked to make two more global weekly social ratings of their stu-

dents on a five-point scale. The first summarized the teacher-student

relationship in terms of "how well does he get along with you"and the

second summarized the student-student relationship, "how well does

he get along with his classmates", The five scale positioné recorded

as. 1 o 5 were worded very similarly to the $tudent social rating and

estimating scales described in the previous subsection. The rating

instructions to the teacher are provided in Appendix J.

To provide a more complete sampling of classroom.behaviors, two
subsequent reporting weeks were planned for the teacher raTlngs, the
tirst scheduled a. week preceding-the December post-testing' and the
second another ten weeks later. In all, excepting occasional fissing
data due to prolonged student absences or rater oversight, each student
received fifteen daily classroom™behavior ratings and two more general

. — social interaction ratings from each of four of his classroom teachers

for each of three reporting periods spaced approximately 10 weeks apart.

In examining this data for reduction possibilities, averages of
each teacher's daily ratings were first summed as a weekly rating for
each student and correlations between teachers and between rating scales
were computed for the first rating; second rating and third rating data
separately. For each'of these sets of ratings, correlations between
ratings made of the same students on the same scales but by different
teachers were found to be pocitive but generally low. The median of
18. interteacher-correlations for the classroom preparation ratings
was .18; r the class contribution, .21; for the disruptive behavior,
.22; for the getting along with classmates ratings, .26; and for the
getting along with teacher ratings, .16. On the other:hand, correlations

:+ between individual teacher ratings and the composite sum of all four
teacher ratings were considerably hiaher for all scales and reporting
weeks. The median r for the 20 individual composite teacher ratings
correlations was .64 for the September (first) ratings, .66 fcr the,
November (second) ratings, and /68 for the February (third) ratings.
These high to moderately high part-whole correlations suggest data
reduction by summing the four teacher ratinas for each scale into
simple composite Fatings for that scale. Excepting the interscale .
correlations summarized 1n the next paragraph, all fugfher Fating anal-
yses in this section involved such composite ratings.“

¢

. ]Sincé the testing involved an interruption from regular classes
of two full afternoons, the daily teacher ratings could not be obtain-
ed that same week and since the following week was a short pre-Christ-
mas week, the closest recording week necessarily preceded the testing.
The initial project concern that testjng and classroom teacher ratings
be cﬁronologically!mafched became of lesser importance upon subsequent
chanqe in focus of pre-post test score changes,

?For simplified reporting the descriptor, "composite", is to be -
understood in referrine to the classroom teacher ratings discussed
/,r in the remainder of this section. .

o
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The: interstale differences were similarly examined, For each of the

three sets,of ratings {September, November, and February), correlations

were computed between ratings,.made by the same teacher of the same stu-~
, dents but on different scales. These interscale correlations were found
to vary depending on the pair of scales corrglated. More specifically,
interscale correlations were typlcally high for the class preparation-
class contribution ratingswith a median r of .78, Median r's for all
other pairings of scales were in the .30 to .46 range. In the interest
of further data reduction, the class preparation and contribution ratings
were summed into a single classwork rafin?f?or further ahalyses. -

Table 4.6 presents the three sets of classfoom teachers' rating means <
for the six classes of Portland eighth graders. For the class prepara~
tion and class contribution means, the maximum pessible vatue (based

on all “Gell prepared" or all "constructive participation" ratings,
respectively)-would' be*3.0; the minimum possible, zero, For the disrup-
tive behavior means the maximum possible (based on all "interupts class

activities" ratings) would be 2.0; the minimum (and most positive rating)
would be zere. The two, teacher rating means are scaled similarly to the
student ratings with a maximum possible favorable rating of 4.0 and a
minimum possible rating of zero. : ) . s

As may be seen from the Table 4.f, entries, the first 65ép#ember) class-
room teacher ratings of students' class preparation and of their class
contribution were generally similar for the six classes in the two schools.

= For both ratings, all class means were above the scale midpoint of 1.5,
ranging less than a half a scale :valte on either scale. ‘Though inter-
class variation in class means increased slightly for the two sets &f
subsequent (November and february) ratings, typically class means remained
quite gimilar, ’ )

) The disruptive behavior ratings similarly yielded only minor differences
between schools or classes. All class means were quite low, incicating
most students were rated at the non-disruptive end of the scale. The
subsequent sets of clajs means were each even slightly lower, suggesting

fewer negatively rated jstudents as the term progressed dnd/or upon repeated
*  use of the rating.i ument, The correlations between repeated ratings

on these two scales varied somewhat with the individual teachers but' were

typically in the low .60's,

Class means for teacher ratings of their students as to how wel | each
of them gets along with each other and as to how well each of them gets
along with that teacher hmaking the rating were all on the favorable side,
typically above the "fairly well" scdle position of 3.0. These favorable
mean ratings genera‘ly maintained for. the two subsequent scale administra-
tions. |Interclass variation among means wes moderate though general ly
less than for the student ratings on the same five~point scale. (See
Table 4.5). .

The correlations between repeated sets oflrafinqs on the various scales
were sllghtly higher for the second and third administration pairings
of ratinas than for the first and second adminisfrafioq pairings. The

598 . -
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Average Teacher Ratings of Student Cléasroom Behaviors
in Three Weekly Rating Periods for Six Classes of Eighth Graders

" Table 4.6

¥

School N School M
. " Class: 1 2 . 3 . 4 5 .6 Total
) N! 28, 29 24 26 28 27 162
. Class Preparation
0 Sept. 2.2 2.0 1.9 1.8 2.0 1.8 2.0
. Nov, 2,5 2.1, 1,8+ 2,0 2.0 2.0 2.1
Feb. ‘2.6 2.2 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.9 ‘2,0
Class Contribution
.. Sept. 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.0 2.2
L Nov, 2.3 2.1V 2.0 2,2 2.3 2.3 2.2
Feb. . (. J26 .24 2,27 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.2
‘. =, P Y ‘ '
Disruptive Behavior \ .

Sepf. ‘ ‘ ' :’4 .4 04 ¢ 03 03 04 04 )
 Nov., .2 .3 .3 .3 .2 .4 .3

» - Feh’. ) 02 02. -0.3 03. 02 .3‘ 02 ‘

Gets Along With
Classmates Y
. Sent.’ 3.2 3.0 2.8 3,2 3,5 3,0 3.0
4 NOV. ) 3,05 305 300 2.8 3.0 3.0 3;0
Feb. 3,5 3,2 3.0 2.8 3,2 3.0 3.0
Gets Along With - '
" Teachers .

Sept. 3,2 3.0 2.8° 3.2 3.5 3.5 3,2
NOV. . .\v 305 h 302 3.0 300 3.0 3.2 3:2
Febo 308 302 1,3.2 205 2.8 2.8 30'0

‘Number of students receiving at least one set of classroom rat-

ings,

o

.
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individual teacher median retest correlations between the various palrs
. of scale administrations.for the five scales rangcd from the .40's to
N, the loW .60's. Combining teachers on each of the five scales, the Novem-
ber-february test-retest correlations wére .60 for the class preparation,:
ratings, .58" for the cless contribution ratings, .52 for the disruptive
hehavior ratings, .59 for {he gets-atSMpwith clfassmated ratings, and
.58 for the gets along with teachers ::;)ngs. o

o Examination of the individual studént test-retest changes in the
average rat¥nis they received from their four classroom teachers revealed

. that from one to two-thirds of the students received jdentical average
. ratings upon retests on the five different rating scales. Only occasion~
-ally did a student's average rating change as much'as a full scale value.
In the absence of systematic Tesf—refesf,changeq and to support both data
& reduction and increased score stability for further statistical analyses,

all the classroom teacher ratings were “tripte-lengthed"” by summing the

, threé sets (September, November, and December).

LU
6. Teacher - Unit Leader Interviews. Unlike the teacher ratings,
which were cenfined to specific weeks of in-class behaviors, the inter-
views with the three eighth grade home room teachers in each school and
with their unit leaders, wha ser'ved as eighth grade coordinators and ad-
ministrative assistants, were relativeiy unstructured, encouraging broader
identifications and descriptions nf prcblem and nonsproblem students.
These interviews were ‘conducted in Fepruary the week’ fol lowing the third
“set cf teacher ratings and involved from one to one.and g half hours of
each teacher's and unit leader's time.

g -

In conducting these Tnterviews, The project representative met sep-
arately with each teacher, explaining that we had col lected ratings froa
the teacher but now wanted to fill out the data with specific behavior
descriptions so that we could interpret thelr ratings better. Eacn home-
room teacher was given a copy of his class roster and asked to read
through the names and discuss any student who was having or causing trou-
ble--"What kind of & kid is he? Wha¥ does he do, exactly, that causes
trouble to himseif or othérs? What do the other kids +hink of him?"
ALl six teachers appeared pleased to cooperate and expressed apnroval
of this procedure, saying they felt the“straight rating "data"would not
give us a very good picture of the students' behavior. . :

I

The interviewe~ took notes as statements were made. Most teachers
went straight through their lists and discussed almost all of their class -
members including their more competent students, A few of the students
whc evidently werg not problems or were not remarkable in any way were
not mentioned. The interview with the unit |eader in each school followed
a similar procedure but asked for comments on all problem students in
the 8th grade, -

100 .
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Teacher atd unit Ieaﬂer sfafemenfs overlapped consuderably, parti-
cularly with respect té the mord prominent behavior prpblem students.

Though 2 number of remarks were'made with respect -to socialization, :
sch6ol work, home ‘corditions, health and appearance, by far the'bulk )
of the statements referred to beRavior problems, such descriptions as:

"Very impatient with and disregdrds teacher's directions.f.will pul
something off and get other kids blamed for it. nasfy-mou&hed di'rty,
obnoxious--~tries to shock and irritate...makes accusaf;ons and fights

with other g'rls.. pushy and smarty--trouble in hal Iways, not in class...
severe attendance problem...can be annoying because wan'ts recogn; tion R
so badly...knocked down unit l{eader and kicked him." - )

£
Fror notes. made during these interviews, students’ were categorized -
under one of seven headings: . a
n "hard—core" behavior problems (de1|nquenf vicious, ,
* extremely dlsrupfive, ete.)
(2) "fairly serious" problems ) ' .
(3) "moderately serious" problems
+ (49 "less serious" problems .
’ {(5) "minor"problems:

(6) "no negative comments"
(7 “ngf!ceably competent".

PMese seven‘cafegorles approach a continuum of behavlor problem sever-

ity and provided a pivotal variable for contrasting groups for the

initial bivariate analyses of the several other’ student measures.
. ]

7. School Record Data. Student files were made available to the
project staff for the purpose of providing academic and personal back=~
ground information regarding the six classes of eighth graders being
tested. These .files were examingd during the fall term and a project
file for each student containing the student's aqe, number of siblings,
number of months in present school, previous and present terms' attendance . .
record, medical record, recorded 109, verbal, numeric, and total scores )
on the Schoo! and College Achievement Test (SCAT), Metropolitan-Advanced *

Reading Test score, and those teacher comments made about him by pre-
viouc teachers was_aef up. e T S
. 3

Parent occupation.was rot included hecause of its doubtful current
validlfy The medica: record data identifying only six students hav-
ing serious health problems and only another three haV|nq even minor’
medical problems was also deleted from further analysis. These students

. were distributed evenly between the more serious and less serious be-

havior. problem students. as identified by their home room teachers and
unit jeaders. ) : .
) v . : |
Current attendance was computed for the first four monts of the
1971-72 school year (73 school days) as a percentage of enrolled days
to eauate for students beginning school a week or so late. Current
‘teacher comments were also obtained for the six classes.of s%%%snfs

L
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but were deleted from the analysis. These statements added to tHe stu- )
dent's,schoo{ record at the end of the schobl year (principally by tome- . B
room teachers) proved to be too geperal, non-discriminating, and incom-
plete to recommend their inclusion. - . s

’

Attendance records were available’ for primary grades, intermediate

. grades, and for the seventh grade. These were .recorded as absences and

were coded either less thah 10 days, 10 to 19 days, 20 to 29 days, or

motre than 29 days. The SCAT and reading scores were in a standard score

form with a mean of 50 and standard deviation of 10 based on the di&tri- »

buhdp of all similar grade Portland students. - :
1 . N ;

The previous teacher "comments" were' grouped as "schoolwork', "socia
adjustment", or *behavior problems "; and then coded {nto one of four /
categories. The "schoolwork' ¢odes were, very poor (3), poor (2), satis-
factory- (3) and excellient (4), The "social adjustment" codes were, poor
(1), fairly good (2), safisfag}bry (3), and very good, (4). The "beha~
vior probtems" codes were, no negative remarks (1), minor problems (2),
falrly serious behavior problems (3), and seriods tehavior problems (4).

J
’ .
C. “Data Analyses .t

1. High-Low Behavior Problem Comparisons. The foregoing subsection
described the experimental measures déveloped from repeated tests, repeated
ratings by classroom teachers, intarviews with homeroom teachers and unit

leaders, and school record data. As has b&én noted, because.of the fack

of apparent differences between the .first and retest scores and to increase

score stability, all repeated measures were combined into singlé compo- :
site scores. After these, combinations and yhe deletions noted above i
the redultant 47 variablés were retained fd+ further analyses., . .

.

Three analyses were.made of the retained variables, a series of
single-variable examinations of score differenges between- "high" and
"low" behavior problem students, an exploration of canonfcal relationships
among selected- subgroups of variables, and a principal factor analysis
of 37 variables. Though computationally interrelated, these three anal-
yses each probed the question of definition and measurement of socjal
incompetency of junior high school age adolescents somewhat differently.

The first analyses focused on the teacher and unit leader interview-
~“based descriptions. As noted“in preceding subsection B5, these descrip~
+ions had been coded according to severity of behavior problems, permitting
student classifications along a seven-point continuum from "noticeably
competent' to "seridus behavior problems". The seven catagories divided
the~158 still-enrol led Portland eighth graders into groupings of 7 stu-
dents classified as "noticeably competent", 19 students as, "no comments",
43 as "minor problems", 24 as "less serious" problems, 27 "moderately
serious" problems, 19 "fairly serious" problems, and 9 as "hard-core"
behavior problems, Combining the first ‘three cateqories as a single low
behavior problem grouping and the last three categories as a single
high’behavior problem grouping resulted in 69 students coded "low", 55

[
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students coded high, leaving 24 students in an inbetween-"middle" cate-~
gory. Excluding these "middle" students, comparisons were made of

“the low and high students with respect fo their 5core distdibuttons

and means on all 45 ﬂefained variables., ..

. - !n essence, the question being asked by these, comparwsons was,
"Are students currently identified by their teachers-and unit leaders
according to their reports of behavior problems differentiable with °
respect to the jetained variables?" In terms of the project focus o
on socla!l competency, these comparlsons are, in effect, usvng the tea-
cher and unit, leaders as arbiters. and "accepting" their.principal con-
cern with apparenf behayvior problems. Though a {imited and therefore
chal lengeab le consideration of social competence,, this focus is a direct
.reply to the demands of the public schoo| setting. What do the nega-
tively identified students look Icke on the measures at hand?

Tables 4,8 through 4,12 present the frequency distributions and
means for the 45 retained variables for fhe.gub-sampfes -ct low and
high behavior ‘sroblem students. ° 1t ratios compufed for the mean differ-

- ences between the low and high groups are repor?ed in the middle

.
1

columns of these tables. The variableg are grouped under five headihqs,
Table 4.8 confalnnng the demographic or personally descriptive vac}ables,
Tatle 4.9, the more directly academic variabbes including ieacher de-
scrnpflons focusing on schoolwork, Table 4.]0, the self-description
variables, Teble 4,11, the social relations variables anluding tea-
cher descriptions of fhe student's relations with his peers and with
teachers, and Table 4.12, the social awareness.variables, partly in-
tellective and partly social. These groupings are for the purpose‘of
presenfaflon and discussion and do not imply an a priori "facforvnq Y
of social incompetency dimensions.

The personally descriptive variables lleed in Tab!e 4.8 are

aqge in months {Var, 90); sex (Var.-2); race (Var. 80); number of;sib~-
lings tVar 91); months since entering present elementary school (Var}
92); absences in the primary grades (Var 93); in intermediate grades
(Var. 94); in seventh grade (Var.-95); and eighth’ arade absences (Var.
113). The latter is reported as.a percent of enfolled days during the
first half of the 1971-1972 _term in cafegortes Joughly equavalenf fo
those used for the earlier attendance. data.

As may be seen from Table 4 8 means and frequency aisfribufions,
excepting only the moi'e recent absences, the high-and low behavior
probiem student groups are relatively sﬂmolar with respect to the sev-
eral personal descriptors, Both student groups.were almost identical
wtfh respect to age, 13.6 and 13.5 years;. race distribution, each with
81’ percenf black; number of siblings {meahs of 2.6 and 2.7 for the
high and low groups, respectively)s number of months enrollied in their
elementary school; and ear|ier school absence records.

= 2




Table 4.8

Means, Sigmas, t's, and Frequency Distributions for Personally
criptive Variables for High and Low Behavior. Problem

,. Portland Students as .Defined by Teacher - Unit Leader Interviews -

Variable .1; Freqbencies
<162 162-, 168~ >173
90 - CA 167 173" .
High i9 18 € 4
> Low .25, - 39 g 7 3
2 - Sex { Males Females
High ) 2 " 29 .
Low 30 39 .
89 - Race _Black _ White Other
High 6 4
Low 1" 2
91 - Sibiings <2 2 3 4 >4
High 13 9 3 5
Low <1.0 M6 .6 1 7
92 - Time' 1-2 3-6" 7-16 >16 -
.. Enrol led mos. mMOsS. mos. mos,
High 6 1 7 \g_
Low «<1.0 10 310 »
1 .
3 .
—Hs Dgrfm 0-9 10-19 20-29 29
. 2 - .
High . 9 15 10 7
Low, <1.0 13 21, 7 8
94 -.Days! g )
Abs., Int.
High 1M 15 12 6
Low <1.0 15 24 13 % 5
2.5._:._921&i
Abs., 7th _
High w16 M 4 12
low 2.6 5. 22 5 4
113 - % of Time 0- 5~ 12~ >16%
.Abs . 8th ; 4% 1% 16%
High 4 18 16 5 16
Low 3 33 s o a1 8 3
——

- o

'*Significanf at the .05 level of confidence; **significant at the .01

level.

défa.

IMeans and sigmas based on values of 1, 2

- 104

%

» and 4 for cateqorized

1
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Only with. respect to the more recent absences did a difference . °
between the two groups appear. Flgure 3.1 presents the Table 4.8 at-
tendance data as percentages of students with differing absences for
the four’school perioos, The shaded portion of each Figure 4.1 bar
represents tha proportion or’ percenfage of high behavioral probtiem
students and-the unshaded porflon, low behavioral problem students hav- °
ing a given number of absences. The categories for the half-year ab-
sences for fhe e|gh+h graders are proporfionafe'y equivalent to those ’
based on ‘the full school year. * The total of the heights of the bars is ’
200 nercent, since the shaded and unshaded areas represent proportional
frenYPncles of fhelr parfncufar sample (high or low BP) within each inter-

VAR. 94

¢ val. . o ¢ ,
# N
. Figure 4.1 a ,
. ) Relative Frequencies of Schoo! Absences ‘ .
L . __for High and Low Behavior Problem 8th‘Graders \
. . c/ ) .
P a0 - VAR, 93

-0 10- 230 <10 10~ 20- 30,
. ) _ 19 29 - . 19 29
p ) ' No. Days Abseént, Primary . Nn, Days Absent, Intermediate

¥ )

904 __ VAR. 95 v - VAR. 113 X

<10 10- >30 >1
19~ 3% .,5’

No. Days Absént,7th:-Grade . Perqhn1;gi_Ansenne‘_Bih_Gzade__
Note: Shaded areas represent proportions of high béhavior problem students
in each score category. Unshaded afBas represent proporti o@s of
Tow behavior problem students in each 'score category.

t Y ‘Ihis is also true o&wflgures 4.2 through 4.6.
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Considering the four sets of graphs together, an interesting pattern
of changing percentages of high absences is to be noted. The approximate-"
ly matched absence records for t.e low behavior problem and the high
behavior problem students in thd earlier grades clearly change over the
school years, with the proportion of low BP students having excessive
absences reducing 16,40 9 to 7 to 4 percent and the pr po?fion of high

sf:é from 17 and 14 percent in the earlier grades to
28 and 29, respectively, in the upper elementary grades. + Though these fi-
gures, do not reveal* whether or not the same.students contributing to the
17 percent for the earlier grades continued their high rate of absences
into the eighth grade,- the fact that a near third of the more prominent
behavior problem students are absent an average of one or more days a week
accentuates a serious-and established school delinquency problem,

. A

-

.

The academically oriented variables comprising the Tavle 4.9 data . .
are recorded IQ's (Var, 101); the verbal (Var. 97), quantitative (Var. 98),
and total (Var, 99) SCAT scores; the MefFoqollfan‘Readlng score (Var,
100); the teacher comments from %fudegf tiles regarding schoolwork (Var.:
103); and the classroom teacher ratings regarding ‘ctass contribution and
preparation (Var, 300). As may be notéd, both” the 1Q's (combined .samp le
mean of 89.3) and the SCAT and reading scores, (combined sample means in
the low 40's as contrasted with the total Portland schools eighth grade
mean of 50) suggest a generally below average scholastic adhie vement of’
the students tested. ' :
B . ] .

Neither the 1Q nor the SCAT npr reading test scores ‘di fferentiated
between the high and low behavior 6foblem’§roups. Not only were the high
and low group means very similar but the fregquency distributions f~r these
five measures (drawn in Figure 4.2) were also quite:alike. .An exception

is the quantitative . SCAT score distribution.with @ very narrow range of ’
scores for -the low BP students. - ’ . .

Both earliet “teacher comments regarding school work and the' teacher '
classwork ratings, however', differentiated the high and fow groups. Using L.
the category codes 1, 2, 3, and 4 for the.teacher comment variable yielded i

means of 2.5 and 2.7 for the BP and low BP students and.a t of 3.63 sig- s (f‘

~nificant at the .01 level. Similarly,, the:teacher ‘ratings means for the

BP and low BP groups were 2.7 and 1.9, respectively, and a 1+ of 5.24
significant at the .01 level. . : . <

Though both feache}'descrlpflon variables provided significant mean
differences, reference to their relative frequency distributions in Fﬁgu?b N
4.2 reveals cne clsarly superior in discriminating between high BP and ’
low BP students. The teacher comment variable affords at best a moderate-
separation, with oply 44 percent of the highr BP- students described as
less than satisfactory in their. schooj work (as contrasted- with 29 per- ' -
cent of low BP students).® The teachet classwork rating separations are
considerably more distinct, with nearly half the high*BP's recelving ratings .
awraging below adequate, as contrasted wifh just under a fifth of the
low BP's; and oYer a third of the low BP's receiving ratings averaqing
ncar the most fdéorable rating, "qood", as contrasted with only 4 hiqgh
B students (1 in 14),. | = g

\ : ' ) : .
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' Means
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Tablg ‘4,9

-
L

Students as Defined by Teacher - Unjt Leader, Interviews
R L] ’ -

v

~

,* Sigmas, 1's, and Frequency Distributions for Academfc
Variables for High and Low Behavior Problem Porf|and

-

»

Py

Variable N Mean ¢ ks « ’Frequencie!e
101 = 19 ) ' 71-84  85-99  >99
High - 23 89.5..10.5 , . o 5 15 3
Low . . 16 89.0 11,4 ' 7 6 3

¢ 5. —

97 - SCAT <35 35- T45- 55~ >64 .
Verbal A 44 54 64 . -
High 41 38.4 9.4 o 14 187 6. 3 ' 0
. Low ~ 53 41,4 9.8 ' 18 12 18 "5 0

98 - SCAT LT

 Quant,- ‘ : /

"High . 41 41,2 1.2 12 16 8 ' 4 -
Low &~ 53 42.9 6.8 :‘-0 L2031 1713 0

99 - SCAT . ,

Total ,

High * 42 39.1 9.3 157171 2 )

Low 55 41.6. 9.2 .27 c 6 17 18 4 ' o0

- TA > v )

100 - Met, Reading
High 38 41.5 7.7 1.0 7,18 112
Low 55 41,5 9,3 <I° S 1125 45 4 -

103 - Teacher Comments' " Very
Schpolwork « . Poor Poor Satis. Exc.
High . 45125 6 g .2 )8 24 1
Low 58 2.7 ..5 *% 0o W 40 1

300 - Teacher Ratings! . ' - <1.92"°1.92- 2.11- >2.28
Classwork .‘° 2.10 2,28
High 55 1.9 .3 .@2 ik 25 14 4 g
Low ° 69 2.2 - .4 4 .6 25" 25

—

.01 level,

data.

4

(l
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¥Signjticant at fhe“.OS Ievel of confvdence, *gignititant az the
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lMeans and sigmas based\on values 1, 2, 3, and 4 tyr cafegorﬁcal’



% VAR, 101 - 1Q
rigure 4.2 - . ’ 100 1 -
. -

) 15 4

Relative Frequencies ‘ 50

of Academically Relatad Scores’
and Ratings Recelved by High and . 25 4
Low Behavior Problem 8th Graders .

0 -
17N-84 85-99 >99

¢

- Q-34 35-44 €5-5¢ 55- . ' .-VE. Poor Sahs. Exc
r) t . .
SCAT - Verbal SCAT - Quantitative T. COMWM. - Schoolwk,

-

"|VAR. 99 y VAR. 100

.
A}

T T0-34 35 4554 534% D0t 0-3% 3544 45-51 5504 TR <192 gl et

?

SCAT - Total L MET. READING -~ 7 T. RATS. " Classwk.
L} : ; L}
Note: Shaded areas represenf preporfuons of high' behavvor problem sfuden*s
; _unshaded areas low behavior probigm.studénts. - . ,
Yo -7 S ‘ N pt
I3 ] .

L

. A . . . , )
Amona the rnasonr for the Juper:or dvsﬁ?|m|naflon og~fhn raf;nqr mnth
.be the differences in data format (one dﬁvod from written file comments
and the secdpd frem chnd sofs of daliv atinng) and particularly the
currency ot the ratint 'data - with respecf to the. lnforV|ow -bascd high- low
cateqorizatiop. lowever, data is not-avavlable fo concludo that either
© reason takes precedence.
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Tabie 4,10
7

X

&

Means, Sigmas, f‘s'and,Frequency Dlsfrlbuflons for Self Description

Variables for quh and Low Behavior Problem Port land . !
Students as Defined‘by.Tedcher - Unit Leader Interviews

“~
A ot

—

|an|f1canf at fhe 05
O% level.,

level of ‘confidence;
A

¥%significant at the

~

L)

Variable " -N Mean ¢ t _ Frequencies
308 - SAl 37 37-39  40-42. 42
Peers I ) :
High 48 38.9 6.7 . 15 " " 1
Low 66-39.5 6.0 <0’ 15 17 14 19
309 - SAl T A0 40-43 |, 44-47  >47
Fam‘l! ? . 'y .
High - 48 41,8 7.2 _ . 18, 12 7 1
- 66 42,5 5:9 <0 49 14 19 14
300"- sal <39 | 39-42°  43-46  >46
Schooi / . o
High 48 38.8 8.5 ., 2 4 " 7
* Low 66 43,0 5.8 °° 16 12 16 22
311 - SAL <39 39-41  42-44  >44
Geneéral . . . - T
High 48 40.5 5.4 ,,{/;; 16 2. " 9 h
Low 66 41,8 95,3 "7 15 . 12 16 23
s e
304 - POQ, <30 30-35  36-41 _ 41
General E}}‘ ) g ,
High T8 32,7 12,3 2.gexx 2 5 . 10 15
Low 66 39.2 11.6 <° 12 9 13 . 32
305 - 'POQ { <33 33-38  39-44 t>43
Schoolwork
High 51| 35.4 2.ozn 22 ‘4 12 13
~ Low 06' 41.7 111 29 4y 3, 19 . 30
. 306 - POQ LGB 3lesu | 37-42 342
Teachers K )
S High 51 33.8 13.3 ., 23 8 6 14
Low 66 39.9 11.8 * 16 7 12 31
307 - P0Q T <36 36-41  42-47  >47
Peers .. -
High 5139.1 12,1 | o, 18 3 11 19
Low 66 43,0 -10.4 ' 13 .4 20 29
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The self-description variables in Table 4.10 include the four sub-
scores from both self-appraisal inventory (SAl) (Var. 308-311) and the
pupil opinion questionnaire (ROQ) (Var. 304-307). As may be noted from
the table data; the low BP students typically scored higher on all these
eight me3sures, though differences betwsen group means failed to reach
sfgnlficabce (at' the .05 level) for the peers, family, and general self-
appraisal subtests. The generally similar proportions of high BP and
low BP students in the various scoring intervals of these four least
school-related subtests (see Figure 4.3) reveals this' non-differentiat--
ing pattern over the full test score ranges. -

y 4 L

Figure 4.3

»

‘Relative Frequencies of Student Appraisal Inventory and Pupil Opinion
Questionnaire Subtest Scores for High and Low Behavior Problem 8th Graders

o

( VAR, 308

7/

VAR. 309 VAR, 310

<37 31-39 40-42 >42

SA|l - Peers

<10 4043 4447 47
" SAl - Family

<3 3942 4316 >4
SAl - School .

<39 39.41 424 A%

" SAl - General

~< 30 3035 34 >4
-
POQ - General

VAR, 303

<33 3331 39.44 >44
POQ - Schoolwork

VAR, 306"

<31 31-36 3142 >42

4

VAK. 307

L3

Note:

represent propor-
"tions of high

behavior problem

students, unshaded °

Shaded areas

areas low behaviogg'

‘?OO ~ Teachers

problem students,
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*Though yielding slgnlflcanf mean differences (at the .05 level),
the POQ pedr subtest afforded.the weakest high-low BP separations, fhese
operating only for low scores. For the three POQ subtests focusing
on school In general, schoolwork, and teachers, and for the single SAl
subtest dealing wi'th self—concepf as a student, much more substantial
score differences were found; all four mean d|fferences were significant
at the .01 level.

M}

The extent of these differences is revealed in the Figure 4.3 bar
graphs. Proporticns of high BP and low BP, students for these four sub-
tests are generally similar within the middle score intervals but reverse
strikingly-at either extreme, Over 40 percent of the high BP students
score toward The negative end of these attitude and self-appraisal sub-
scales and generally less than half as many low BP's. Conversely, high
scores indicating positive attitudes toward school ahoolwork, and tea-
chers and towards oneself as a student were earned.by generally twice
as many low BP's as high BF's, though this difference is least strong
for the attitudes toward teachers subscale. .

r-2

’I

The 17 social, retations measures in Table 4.11 represent the larg-

' est block of experimental variables. Five of these are teacher descrip-.
tions, two based on former teachers' comments concerning the sfudenfs'

- social adjustment and behavior problems (Var. 104, 105) and three on
current classroom teacher ratings made during three widely-spaced weekly
periods (Var. 301-303). For all five teacher description variabies,
‘appreciable differences were fourd between the nigh BP and low BP student
groups both in terms of significant mean differences ‘(at the .01 level)

~ and in terms of frequency dlsfrlbuflons '

The exfenf of. these di fferences is evident by comparing the shaded
(high BP) and non~shaded (low BP) bar graphs drawn in Figure 4.4. For
examp le, it may be noted that former teacher comments in student flles
regarding social adjustment (var. 104) indicated "satisfactory" or better
for 90 percent of the |6w BP students as contrasted to 39 percent of
the high 8P students. At the negative end of the scale, the reverse
was true, only two low BP students (4 percent) as contrasted with 42
percent of the high BP's were described as. having "poor" social adjust-
“ment. High BP students similarly received a disproportionately high
percentage of negative comments regarding their behaviaqr (Var. 105),
with only one low BP eighth grader receiving more than a minor problem
comment in his earlier school records as contrasted with 30 percent of
' the hlqh BP students.
. These disprbportionalities at both ends of the scales, l.e., a
much qreafer percentage of high BP's described negatively and a much
. qreater precentage of low BP's deseribed positively, clearly extends
to the frequency distributions for current classroom teacher ratings of
disruptivg behavior (Var. 301) and of how well the student gets along
with those feachers (Var. 302) and how well he gets along with his ,
classmates (Var, 303). The similarities ln frequency dosirlbuflons
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Table 4,11

4,33

Means, Sigmas, Ifs; and Frequency Distributions for Social Relations
Variables for High and Low Behavior Probiem PortTand Students

as Defined by Tea

cher - Unit Leader Intérviews

s

Variable N Mean

c - 1 G

Frequencies

104 - Teacher Comment
Soc. Adjust,
High 36
Low 55

Poor Good Satis.

V. Good

15

6.14%% 2 4

14 0

" 47 2

105 - Teacher Comment
Beh., Problems h
High 47
Low 57

No Neg. Minor

Remarks Probs,

F. Ser., Ser.
Probs., Probs.

" 22

t 23
5.84%% . 49 17

9 5
1 0

301 _~- Teacher Ratings *
Dis, Behavio§

High
Low

55
69

<05' 05'-,88

.89-1.27 1,27

10 6

%
6.68 40 13

© 9 30
6 10

302 - Teacher Ratings
Get Along w Teacher

55 2.91
69 3.36

High
Low
—a

<209 202‘3.:

3,2-3.3 33,3

303 < Teacher Ratings
Get Along w Classmates

55 2.81
69 3,27

High
Low

.59
.42

26 10

202 T g

- 10 9
19 3

313 - Mean Ratinqgs Made

of Same Sex Peers

2.87
2.99

High 51
Low 69

L4

"€1.55  1.55-

2.50

2.55=-
3.50

>3.50

13
15

314 - Mean Ratinqs Made
. of Opp. Sex' Peers

High
Low

315 - Mean Ratinas
of Recalled Peers

High 45 3,45

Low

" 65 3.50

30
39

18 24
20 40

(confinued)

£l

(
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Table 4.11 (Continued) . ’j/
Variable N Mean ¢ 1 Frequencies
316 - Mean Ratings Made <1.55 1.55-  2.55-  >3.50
of School Adults . : 2.50 3.50 <
High 50 2.69 .91 . .o 5 13 $22 10
Low » 69 2.87 .74 '* 5 15 33 16
317 - Mean Ratings Made ‘
of Recalled Aduits ‘ .
. High 26 3.54 .52 0 ! 8 17
: Low ’ 59 .3.56 .58 <!.0 0 3 17 39
323 - Mean Estimates Made
‘of Ratings from Same Sex Peers . N
‘ , ! ) "ﬂ’
High ‘ 49 2.95 .59 ! 9 27 12
Low ‘ 67 2.93 .59 <!.0 0. 14 32 21
324 - Mean Estimates Made
of Ratings from Opp. Sex Peers
High 49 2.50 186 5 20 17 7
Low 64 2.40 ..96 <1:0 14 14 29 7
@:
325 - Mean Estimates Made
of Ratings from Recalled Peers 5
High 43 3.50 .41 _ o 0 - 19 24
Low 63 3.51 .45 ~'° 0 3 22 38
326 - Mean Estlimates Made B
° of Ratings from School Adults
HPgh -+ 48 2.82 .79 ok 4 9 21 8
Low . 64 3,07 .70 " 3 9 30 ~ 22
327 - Mean Estimates Made
of Ratings from Recalled Adults
High 26 3.711 .30 _, . 0 0 6 20
Low 54 3,66 ,41 ~'° 0 ! 12 a1
318 - Mean Ratings Received
R by Same Sex Peers
' Hi'gh 55 2.72 .55 ., .y 3 12 38 2
Low ‘ 69 2.94 .52 “*°° . 1 14 38 16
319 -~ Mean Ratinas Received
by Opp. Sex Peers N
High 55 2.34 .52 _, o 3 29 23 0
. Low 69 2.39 .52 ° 6 26 37 0
O " . *significant at the .05 leved of gantid  whi | ficant at the .0}
EMC *Significant at the . ever: o ﬁﬁ ence; **signlfic e .
- level. . .

' ‘€ )




Figure 4.4

Relative Frequencies of Descriptions of-Social Relations

of High and Low .Behavior Probiem 8th Graders

VAR. 104

r Ly e ST

Tl CW. - SOC. AdJ.c

- T, COMM, - Beh. Probs.

1%

g0 -
70 -
60 -
50 -
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 -

0 -

VAR. 301 VAR. 302

>.27

<.5t 51-4 8-
A7

"T. RATS: - Dis. Beh.

2.9 2.9-51 3383 >33

T. RATS. - Gets Along
with Teachers

VAR, 303 .

429 2934 3233 O3

TRATS., - Gets
Along with Peers

5

Note: Shaded areas represent proportions of ' igh t-:havior problem
students, nnshaded areas low behavic: nroblem students.

r
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for teacher’ comments concerning prlor terms and current classroom

teacher ratings suggest persisting sociat behavior prob!ems for many
BP students, .

The remaining’ 12 social relations variables Jré all derived from
students' rating and estimating of verious subgroups of peers and =
adults. The first five variables are averages of ratings made by the
student of other eighth graders of his own sex (Var. 313); other .
eighth graders of the opposite sex (Var. 314); peers he added to his
recall list (var, 31%); school adults (Var. 316); and adults he added .
to his recall list (Var. 377), ~Simitarly, the next five variables
are averages of estimated naftngs,wh»ch the student expected to re-
ceive from these same subqroups, same ‘Sex eighth graders (var. 323),
opposite sex eighth graders tVar. 324}; recalled peers (Var.-325),
school adults (Var, 326), and recalled\ adults (Var. 327). The tasf

+two social relations variables are avettages of the ratings received
by the student from other same sex: eighth graders (Var. 318),and from
. other opposite sex eighth graders (var. 319),

v

N

. ! ’

As may be noted from the Table 4.11 means and frequency distri-
butions; .differences in these social relations measures between the
hiah BP and low BP'groups were qenerally negligible. Only, Tor ‘their
expecfed,raflngs from schoot adults and for their ratings received from
same sex elghth graders were the differences significant (.05 level).
This general lack of differences between the high behavior problem and

‘. low behavior problem szgdenfs‘ raflnqs made of others and expected from

others i revealed in the similarity of relative frequency distributions
presented In fiqure 4.5. Even the two measures with significantly dif-
terent means do not afford much high-low BP discrimination, the differerices
apparently being prtncupally high ratings expecfed from school adults

by more low BP's (34 percent) than by hinh BP's (17 percent) and more low
.BP's receiving high ratings from same sox eiahth qraders (23 percenf)

than high BP's (4 percent). .

Most generally for both the BP's and non BP's, (1) their average
expected ratings mirrored the ratings they made of others, (2) few
students made as:high ratings of opposite sex eighth graders as of
same sex eighth graders, (3) both peer and adult recalled persons were
espec:ally well rated (students predominantiy adding names of persons
they got along'wifh especially well), and (4) very few students .in- .
dicated that they typically do not get along we!l with most of the
same sex eighth graders in their school-or for that matter with most
school adults, Judging from the somewhat preferential ratings re-
ceived by the low BP students, both firom their same sex peers CVar.318)

tThough it will be noted In furthér summarizing these several
high-low BP comparisons, |it perhaps should be emphasized sogner that
"this repeated identificafion is far from complete. A good half of

- the students, although jJdentified as behavior. problem eighth graders,

recelved-non-nega'tive escripflons and are therefore undlfferenfiabte
from similarty descrlb L low BP sfudenfs. -

ce 115 3
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- Figure 4.5,
Relative Frequencies of Social Relations Rating and Estimating Measn)res
for High and Low Behavior Problem 8th Graders
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and from their teachers(Var. 302; see Figure 4.4) these expectations ,
, are probably more realistic for the low problem group than for the high.

The last set gf experimental variables is presented in Table 4,12,
Thesé include meqﬁyres of the awareness or accuracy of the student's
estimates or ratings he is receiving from same sex eighth graders (Var, \\\
320), from opposite sex eighth graders (Var. 321}, and.from his class-
room teachers (Var. 322). In addftion, Table 4.12 includes the score
from the Picture Interpretation Test (PIT) as a further, non rating
based social awarrness measure, < ° , . ©
As may be noted fﬁom the Table 4.12 means and frequencies, excepting
g  the mean accuracy scores for estimating the ratings they would recei ve
i from opposite sex eighth _graders (which were typically least accurately
estimated), differences between the high BP and low BP students on the o
other three accuracy measures were significant at the .05 level. ’

?

Table 4,12
-

Means, Sigmas, t's, and Frequency Distributions fon Social Awarensss
Variables for H gh .and Low ‘Behavior Problem Por?tand Sfud?nfs

as Defined by Teacher - Unit Leader’ Interviews 3,
. N %
Variable N Mean” ¢ ™ t -Frequéncles %g '
' 320 - Accuracy in Estimating . <1.55 1.55- 2.55- >3.50 .
Same Sex Peer Ratings '’ - ’ 2.50 3.50
High 481,00, .27 2goux O oM 3 6
Low 67 .85 .29 ~° o 1 37 34
' " 321 - Accuracy in Estimating~
Opp. .Sex Peer Ratings . . AU .
High 49 1,20 .36 _,' o 1 3 2
Low - 62 1.20 .32 °° 0 14 48 0
322 - Accuracy in Estimating : P
School Adults Ratings . ’
"High 45.1.29 .86 5 coxx 5 9 25 6
Low 65 .78 .58 : 0 LR I 1 | 23 -
312 - PIT 10 11-12 13-14 14
High 52 11.4 3.3 14 108 10 18
Low . .66 12,8 3.0

2.39%* 59 13 16

i
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"These differences are further described in the Figure 4.6 histograms
where by far the greater proportion of fow error scores are earned by low

Br sfudenTs and higher inaccuracy scores by greater proportions of high BP
students,

VAl
’
S

L th\?re 4.6 75 4 Var. 312
7 Relative Frequencies of Measures

of Accuracy in Ratings and

of PIT Scores for High and | 50 1
Low .Benavior Probiem
8th Graders - - 25
.. 0 <10 H-1Zz 13-4 >4
o : : PIT
./. M t
150 - I var. 320 “{ Var, 321 Var, 322
125 - ' ‘ ,
100 ~
‘ Y, f
75 - - A
. Q .
50 -
25 -
0 7 75285 2.50- 148- <.%0 <245 280- 148- .50 °  >245 250 145~ <.%0
1.50 .30 - /.50 +% .50 . 5%

" Acc. - Same Sex Acc. - Opp. Sex Acc. = Adults

Note: Shaded areas represent proportions of high behavior problem
students, unshaded areas low behavior problem students. "

1@ constant artifactual danger in this type of difference score is'
that general estimating behavior (in this instance, predominantly high
expected ratings). can result in persons appearing to be accurate by coin-
cidentally rather than deliberately agreeing with a generally high rater.
Consistent high-low BP.differences obtained for the PIT error score sug-
gest perhaps a more individualized than general accuracy score, i,e., that
thils danger is less applicable than theoretic in the present instance.’
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" Whether or ndot this inaccuracy contributes to the student's behavior
problems can only be conjectural at this wrnflng. All that these and
the toregoing obtained differences betweenihigh and low behavior pro-
blem:students can indicate Is the ex?enféy% these differences,.not their
effect, The following multivariate corréiational analyses will further
examine relatedness among fhese Portland student measures. (

+ 2. Canonical Correlational Analyses. Limitations of the fore-
going high=low group comparisons are,the single one-at-a-time cons:dera-
tion of a large number of variables; the exclusion of intervariable
relationships, and the difficulty of summary. - Examination of the matrix
of intercorredatjons of these 45 variables Indicated general indepen-
dence among all except subtest scores for the same test and therefore -
probably |imited data reduction possibilities. However, the extent of
the data reduction should nof be concluded in advance of more through
analysis. .

- ? 2

Pkoblems in the simultaneous consideration of multiple measure-
ments for considering differences among individuals or groups of in-
dividuals has been succinctly described by Cooley (1971). In a simpli-
fied sense, the problem is one of reducing ‘the- ~nufiber of dimensions
needed for describing lndlvldual or group'differences. The-more recent
availability of high Bpeéd computers has led to the development of a
«number of mulflvariafe techniques affording solution to this problem.
Cooley's review includes a summary of the Iogac and algebra of the
two alterpate multivariate analyses used.with- the current data. These

- ..analyses involved an examination of the canonical correlations between
.selected subsets of variables and an examination of the factor struc-
. ture of the variables ?fudned using a principal. componen?™ procedure
with varimax rotation.'™ Though &ertainly not independent of their SO-
lutions, together these two analyses permit a broader interpretation
of the intervariable relationships among the several test .score, rating,
and background measures obtained for the Porfland eighth grade sample.
. ' ¢ -
In considering the matrix of |nfercorrelaflons among the large
"set of variables used’in this study, 3 question of particular interest
, was that of extent of overlap-between subsets of variables. The pro-
hlem of maximizing the relationship between two subsets of variables
is solved by the canonical correlation procedure which provides a si-
mul taneous cptimum welohflng {in a least squyares sense) of the varia-
bles within each of two subsets and the extraction of additional pairs

R

of orthogonal linear functions until the "independent dimensions of,
informatlonal overlap between the two subsets are exhausted" (Lohnes
and Marshall, 1965). In particular, the question answered by the canon-

ical R is how much' of the yvariance of two |inear.composites is shared.
This proportion of variance represented by the squared canonical R: lS
not-to be confused with the "shared varidnce of the two sefs

$-

>

MThese analyses were supported by the instructive assistance of
S. David Farr and the programming assistance of Dick A. Genardi.

' * e s 1 .
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Stewart and Love (1968) have outlined a canonical correlational
analysis adapting informatignal theory concepts for dealing with canon-
ical correlations, ' In their anatysis they considered the terms similarity,
redundancy, and correlation to be analogous. “These writers recommend a
non-symmetric measure of redundancy. Their aralysis was general ly -fol- .
lowed In examining the relationship among’ paifs of each of seven subsets
of two to five variables. These subsets of variates were each selected
as forming somewhat lnfradependqﬁ# measures. -These were: (1) current “*

teacher descriptions, Jfncluding *he interview-based rating of behavior
" problem severity used as the focal svariablé in the preceding single
variable analyses (var. 106, 3004303), (2) earlier teacher commentary .
in school records (Var. 103-105), (3) subtests on the -SAl (Var. 308-611),
(4) 5ubfest? on'the POQ (var. 304-307), (5) student rat'ings of how well
he gets alodg with qthers™(Var. 313-317), (6) estimates of how others
rated himself (Var. ‘323-327), and (7) ratings ‘actually received from «
other eighth grades«s (Var. 318-319). A summary of the -tesuiting canonical
_.correlational analyses is presented in Table 4.13, . s - N

To reduce the length of Table 4.13, data rows, for rdofs providing: .
no further (zero) redundancy are not included, The first column entries'
are the canonical correlations, R, indicating the maximum |inear ‘relation-
ship between the two sets of variables. Excepting only the set.of 'stu=
dent ratings of various groupings of other persons (sthocl.pgers of same . .
and. opposite sex, recalied peers, school and recalled aduLfs) paired with

"estimates these students made of these same ratee groups, which yielded_
an R of .90, these maximum coefficients typically only reached the ,40's”
and .50's, - : e R

. N ‘..

The second column, RZ, expresses the préportion of variahce.shared
by the linear composites of the two sets of vdriables: For all-the patr-.
ings of the seven sets of variables, exceptifg again the student ratings
and estimates paliing, these percentages were general ly low, typicaly
onty about 20 percent. - p A ~

.The third column reveals the percent of variance extracted by each '
succeeding. canonical variate. |t should be noted ‘that the total proportion
of extracted variance for thé .set containing the fewer variables atways ]
will sum to unity, since the #alysis extracts as"ﬁany factors-as’ there ¢
are variables. For example,; in the first canonical dnatysis of Table
* 4,13, 76 percent of the variance (.37.+ .17 ¥ .22) of the five tefcher
descriptiof variables comprising the left set was utitized in forming
the thrge ‘canonjcal variates, while 100 percent of the three ¥eacher com-
ments variables comprisinn the rlghj/sef was utilized. «

« . .
The redundancy columns contain lperhaps Th; most meanifgful summary
gg*e_in the exploratory context cf the present analysis. These eritries
veal the percent of variance of the left set predicted by the 'variance
St the right set (and the reverse for the right column. entries). The
percent column to the right of each redundancy column indicates the: pro-
portion of total redundancy accounted for by the first canonical variate,
then” the proportion accounted for by .the second canonical variate and> o
forth. For example, the sum of the first left set of redundancy values

{

Is .19, indicating” that given all three canonical varidtésy only 19 percent
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oo Summary o# Canonical Correlation Analysis |
. # ¢ : ) .. L e
' c b . teth set . ¢ Right set -
: ) Var, .Redun- Prop. Tot. | var. Redun- Prop. TSt. °
R R Extr. dancy Redundancy- Extrs dancy - RRedundancy
JE = . —%— "
.. . Current Teacher Des. ° Te&dher’ Comments ‘ |
-7 R 1) 3715 32 547 .22 .85 , -
W33 N A7 .02 A0 St .23 .02 . .09 |
N .26 .07 .22 .02 © .08 ' .23 .02 ,+06
. ) ; . :
» \. PR . rrehf_Teacher Des. - §_/§_I_ 7}/ : 2
AN .49 .24 45 N .3; 40 .09 - .82- .
- 27 .97, .20 .01 s 1 a5 w0r L 110 .
. 9 .04 .14 00 \ .04 .25 .00 .08 - <
. - N . .
s o, ) . Eurrent Teacher Des. £0Q .o ’ N i
‘ .46 .21 .44 .09 .73 780 L6~ .91 s
.39 .15 .20 { .0? .23 . .10 .01 .08
. . Current Teacher Des, ) Mean Ratimgs Made
s .54 .29 .34 .10 .70 - 15 ., .04 .45 -
. . .35 127 10 . .00 .09 <29 .04 CW37
t ‘ .27 .08 © .36 .03 .19 .19 .01 .14
* - | Current Teacher Des. Medn EStimatesrMade | ‘
. .48 (23 .25 . .06 63 .16 .04 .54 ‘
.27 3,07 .41 % .03 S .30 .02 P .31 -
« .19 .04 | .11 .00 .04, .22 .01 12 : o
- ] Teacher Comments’ C | SAL . e
33 .1 | c.58 .06, .82 .| .29 .03 .72 '
! .22 .05 .22 01,7 14 .14 .01 .16 -t -
. Teacher Comments POQ S s .
%39 al5 .23 .04 .65 21 . .03 " .58
19 .04 50" .02 .33 .60~ -« .02 a2
-’ ) - Teacher Comments Mean Ratings Made ) \
y .40 *.16 .32 °.05 . .62 20" .03 .84 B
.26 .07 .42 .03 .36 .08 .01 .16 oo
. Teacher Comments Mean Estimates Made '’ S
.43 .18 .21 04 . . 5] .16 .03 .69 |
27 .07 .45 .03 .43 - .18 .01 . o 31 . .
- ) | Teacher Comments Mean Ratings Received
41 a7 52 .09 .94 T30 2 .96
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Table 4,13 (Continued) . ~
‘ SR : .
Left Set Right Set ¢
. Var.. Redun- IF’-rop. Tot. Var Redun- Prcp. Tot. .
R R2 Extr., dancy’ Redundancy Extr. dancy Redundancy .
- . N . Nl
‘n‘ .- '-S-.A—'- ' ’ ‘ m - .
046 021 ¢.16 004 .. 055 b 009 ‘1‘0!32 .22 ,
.29 .08. | ..31 - 03 - .41 7901 ’,.79‘,
" SAL g v ey Mean Ratings Made :
: .44 19 5t L 10, .78 < W31 06 .
34 127 A7 .02 .16 .12 .01, A7
.22 .05 R 01 - .05 . .15 0N .08 *
SAL T . . o Mean Estimates Made . °
.40 .16 14 .07 0 70 .26 .04 .60
.27 08 8. 01 12 18 L0t - .18
24 06 @ .187 .01 » .10 A3 Lot N
16 403 |, 25 L0 .07 ©.26 .00 .10 g
, © SAl : Mean Ratings Received- 5
44 .20 | .35 01 1.00 65 .13 -, .99
, -+ | Pog . o ' Mean Ratings Made N
.48 23 .33 .08 .84 16 . L0453 -
.38, .15 .03, .00 ,+05 A7 .02 W35
14,02 .55 .01 1 ".33 - 01 09
° {POQ ‘ .Mean Estimates Made
38 .14 - -.35 .05 .66 A2 .02 .55
.21, .04 .56 .02 "33 A3, T L19,
13,02 .03 .00 .01 A LI % [ 22 .
POQ i Mean Ratings Received
.28" 508 .66 .05 .91 .43 03 .72
19 .02 .22 .00 09 .. | .57 o1 .28
L Mean Ratings Made 7| Mean’ Estimates Made
90 81 ©.300 .25, L4W 37 .30 .55
T.74 .56 28 .15 0 30 | 26 .14 . .26
.60 .37 .24 .09° A7 b L2170 08 .14
.54 .30 06 .02 04107 - Q2 .04
' ‘ . Mean Ratings Made Mean Ratinds Received
52 .21 | .22 06 .89 15 .20 95
.21 .04 W7 Lo L1 - 125 o .05
7 Mean Ratings Recelved " "' | Mean Estimates Made i -
.56 _ .31 524 .96 320100 a1, T
.20 .04 25, .01, .04 .24 01" .09 -
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of the variance of the teacher descriptior’variatles (the left set)

is predlcfable from the teacher comments variables (the right set).

Of this 19 percent, 82 percent (.15/.19) is accounted for by the first
canonical variate ahd 10 percent (.02/.19) by the second. Typically in
the Table 4.13 data, the second canonical, variate accounts for very lit-
tle additional variance. For the right set, the total redundancy is 26
percent, indicating a slightly better predlcflon of earlier teacher com-
ments from current teacher descriptions.

3

Thes& values of 19 and 24 percenf are both quite low, though, and

- suggest a lack of relationship between these two sets of variables,

and: the probable futility of further attempting to devalop a simpl’fied
structuring between these two sets of variables. Considering that the '
redundancy entries for all sets of variables except the ratings and
estimates are even considerably lower, the conclusion for these near- -
Zero redundancy pairings must be one of non-relatedness among the sets

. in the informationai sense of overlapping information. Of the several

sets of variables only the student ratings and their estimates of

‘raflrgs made of fhem are interpredictable. The extreme lndependence
- among’ the varlous séts strongly suggests lack of a simplified factor
* structére for the several varlables sfudled.

N\

3. Principal Components Analysis: The principal components analysus is
a widely used technique for examining differences among sets of measures’
using a limited number of dimensions. Computationally, the analysis pro-
ceeds from a matrix of intercorrelations to develop a factor structure
accounting for a max | mum amount of the total variance with the fewest

"number of factors. Essenfially, "the question asked fhrouqh this procedure

was, '"How are the various experimental measures of the Portland student's
academic achievement, teacher Interaction, deportment, self-appraisal,

. schoo| gttitude, social relations, and socnal awareness orqanlzed’" In =

other words,"What is the factorjal sfrucfure of these many student descrip-
fnon variables?"

The Portland testing program .involved an extensive data coliection
in six ctasses of eighth graders attending school in a predominafely black
urban area. The’'data, reduced to 45 variables by combining test and re-
test scores (see preceding subsection C. 1.), was further reduced to 37
variables by retaining only the current attendance measure, eliminating
the 1Q (available for only 52 students), the subtest SCAT scores, and number
of siblings, and CA (nearly all students were either 13 or 14 years old).

\"

The prnncnpal componenfs analy5|s of these 37 retained variables
utiljzed an SPSS factor program Supported on an 1BM 360/50 computer at
the Unlversnfy v Oregon. Factors with ‘eiqenvalues greater than unity
were rotated by normalized varimax procedures to simplify Interpretations
of factors. Ten factors were extracted representing 74 percent of the
variance. The factor loadings that Iarqely determined these ten factors
are shown in Table 4.14. For reader convenience, loadings of .30 and less
have been deleted. The obtained communalities representing the propor-
tion 6f each variable!s variance explained by the ten extracted components

C ™ 123
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Table 4,14
Rotated. Facfor Loadings of 37 Student Description Variables
i Thaf Largely Determine Ten Facfors cu
Rotated -
Factor *
Loading * Variable . Description of Variable
. . Factor 1: Self-Description of Social
‘ Relations
.91 .(,87) 314 Reports getting along well with opp. sex f
) 8th graders .
A3 (.7 313 Reports getting along well wifh same sex .
_ 8th graders ‘
.44 (,74) 316 Reports getting along well with school
, ‘ adults
.85 (.87) 324 Expects to receive fayorable social rela- .
. , " tions ratings from opp. sex 8th graders
©.6% (.76) 323 Expects to receive favorable social rela-
tions ratings from same sex-8th graders
.46 (.65) 326 : Expects to recq%ue favorable social rela- N
tions ratings from school adults
.37 ‘ 321 Accurate in esfxmafnng social relations
. ratings of himéelf by opp. sex 8th R
: . gradeis :
-.40 (.47) 113 Relatively good school & *tendance »
) Factor-2: Current Teacher Ratings .
-.63 (.76) 106 Described by his teacher and unit leader
. * as a non-behavior problem $tudent
+.80 (,.73) 301 Described by bés~classroom feachers as non-
' disrupting”in class
.74 (.63) 302 Described by his.classroom feachers as
N . getting along wetl with them
.63 (.70) . 300 + Described-by his classroom teachers as pre-
. g pared or contributing to class work
.32 : 303 " Described by his classroom teachers as .
" getting along-well with his classmates . %
.44 (,74) 316 "Reports getting along well with school' .
, adults .
. 36 326 Expects to receive favorable social relations
. " ratings from schoal adults
N 37 .o 322 Relatively accurate in estimating social rela-

1

tions ratings of himself by his teachers

(contihund)
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Table 4.14 (conf{nued)

Rotated .
Factor .
. » Loading Variable ¢ Description of Variable
Factor 3: Self-Description of School
- ' Environment
.94 (.92) 304 Expresses favorable attitudes toward
, "school in general
.94 (.92} 305 Expresses favorable attitudes toward
- L » school work
.91 (.91F 306 Expresses favorable attitudes toward
.- teachers
.88 (.86) » 307 Expresses favorable attitudes foward .
) peers . : . .
Factor 4: Self-Description of Socfal
Relations wifh.Recall_Persons
.82 (.75) 327, ~expdcts to receive favorable social rela-
tions ratings from recalled adults
L7 (.76) ¢ 325 Expects to receive favorable social rela-
S Lo tions-ratings from recalled peers
.36 o\ 326 Fxpects’ té recenve favorable social rela-
L tions rafings from school adults
.31 323 txpects to receive favorable social rela-
. N tions ratings from same sex 8th graders
L7 (.7 317 Reports getting along well wifh recal led
. adults
12 (.72) 315 Reports getfing along‘'well wlfh recalled
. peers
Factor 5: Self-Appraisai Regarding
. School and Family
.85 (.79) 3 Expresses favorab!e self-concept in
. ~ .general
.78 (.178) 309 Expresses favorable self—concepf -
. . regarding family
.67 (.62) 308 Expresse§ favorable self-concept regarding
‘peers
.67 (.69) 310 Expresses favorable self—concepf regarding
school work
' ¢
Factor 6: Behavior Reports by Former
' ‘ ‘ Teachers -
.83 (.78)° 104 Described favorably by former teachers
regarding social adjustment
=72 (.71) 105 Described favorably by former teachers
) regarding behavior problems
.58 103 escrived favorably by former teachers

regarding school work

(continurd)
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Table 4.14 (continued)

Rotated
-Factor
Loading

Variable

Description of Variable

L

.44

.19
.13

.89

.87
.61

.62
.60

.97.

.82
-.90

(.75)
(.7

(.70)

) (.64)

(.BSf‘

(.85)
(.61)

(.50)
(.68)

(.68)

(.55)

(.81)
(.70)

106

303

"89
318

319
323.

320

303

99

100
103

312
322

320

321

2
319

521

-

‘Factor 6 {cont.}

Described by teacher and unit leader as a
non-behavior problem student

Described by his classroom teachers as pre-
pared and contributing to class work

Miﬁority,Race Problems
(Not Being Black)

Non-black

Receives unfavorable social relations ‘ratings
from same sex 8th graders.

Receives unfavorable social relations ratings
from opp. sex 8th graders

Expects to receive unfavorable social rela-
tions ratings from same sex Bth graders

Inaccurate in estimating social relations
.ratings of himself by same sex 8th
graders

Described by his ¢lassroom teachers as nof
getting-along well with classmates

Factor 7:

-

Factor 8: Academic Achievement .t //
Achieving higher verbal and quantitative SCAT/
scores . ¢

Achieving higher reading test scores /

Described favorably by former teachers reé%rd-
ing school work

Factor 9: Social Awareness

Achieved higher PIT scores
Accurate in estimating social relations raflngs
from school adults

Accurate in estimating social relations ratings.

from same sex 8th graders
Accurate in estimating social relations ratings
from opposite sex 8th graders

Factor 10:

Male

Expects to receive unfavorable social rela-
tions ratings trom opposite sex 8th graders

Inaccurate in estimatina social relation-,
ratings from opp. sex 8th araders

Maleness

Note:

Communalnfles are noted in parenfheses next to that variable's
largest factor loading. ;

4
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are noted in parenthesis to the right of the largest factor loading for

that variable. To .aid in summarization, the factors are presented with

' descriptive names and the variables as student behavior descriptors.

— The muitidimensional nature of 37 student description variablesyis
aevident in the dispersion of factor loadings presented in Table 4.14.
Ten factors had eigenvalues greater than unity. Over two-thirds of the
- . 37'$§¥'ab’°5 had communalities greater than .70; nine had communalities
., above .80. Most of the ten .factors are identified by two or three high
L Jloading variables with relatively little additional loading from variables

common to more than one factor. .

.
<

The first factor !arge!y’conéisfs of the peer social relations mea-
sures,, in particular, ratings made by 8th graders of how well they get
along with other 8th graders ot same and opposi‘te sex and estimates they
made of how these other 8th graders rated them. This factor also had mi-
nor loadings from student ratings and estimates regarding getting along
with school-adults and on their accuracy in estimating how peers (partic-

_ularly opposite sex 8th graders) rated them. School attendance, which also”

—— " loads somewhat on this first factor, has generally negligible loading on
any other factor and a total common variance of “‘only 47 percent. In all,
the first factor accounts for 19 percent of the total variance of the 37
variables. ) N ‘ !

b .

The largest loadings on the second factor were for those variables
based on current teacher raflﬁﬁs”and descriptions of their students! in-
class disruptinveness, general behavior prohlems, and teacher-student re-
lationships. Student ratings as to how well he gets along with school adults,
the ratings he expects from these adults, and his accuracy in making these
estimates all have minor loadings on this teacher rating.factor. This
second factor accounts for 13 percent of the variance. . i

4 ,
+  The four subtest scorés.from the Pupi! Opinion Questionnaire band
- together to form the third factor, a self descrigtion of the‘student's

:  schooi environment. All four subtests have loadings in the high .80's
or .90's and these subtests remain clearly separate from all of the 33
student descriptors.” This factor accounts for eight percent of the var-
fance. . d

The fourth factor principally consists of student social relations
ratings, estimates, and accuracy measures all involving recalled persons,
that is, adult and peer persons personally known:to the student and added
by him to his- rating and estimating list. Apparently, ratings and estimates
made of these recalled persons are factorially distinct from ratings and
éstimates made of school adults and other 8th graders, though estimates

- of ratings made by schoof adults and, by same sex 8th graders-have minor
loadings on this recall persons factor. This factor accounts for eight
percent of the variance.

o ‘ As with Factor 3, Factor 5 involves only subtests from a single stu-
dent description instrument, in this instance, the Self Appraisgg inven- ~
tory. Items on this inventory were designed to measure the studént's

Y '
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self concept’ regarding family, peers, schoolwork, and self-in-general.
These measures apparently separate from alt ot the other 33 student
descriptor variables included in tHe analysis. The self apparisal factor
accounts for six percent of the variance.

£

Three of the five variables with non-trivial (>.30) loadings on
Factor 6, are derived from teacher commentaries regarding their student's
social and schoo! behaviors In earlier térms. The remaining two varia-
bles are Current teacher descriptions. The distinctness of this factor
appears to be continuing or pérsisting adjustment problems in the school
setting rather than the more current focus of Factor 2. This prior tea- .
cher report factor accounts for five percent.of the variance.

Factor 7 is especially interesting #n that it has a singutarly pos-
itive high loading from race (non-black coded high) and high negative
loadings ‘from ratings received from other 8th graders of both sexes.

The classroom teacher ratings of how we!l their students get algng also
loads negatively on this factor, as do the student's expectations of ratings
from same sex 8th graders and his accuracy in estimating these ratings.
Apparently this factor reflects problems-in minority race relations,

the less than 25 pergent of non-black -students receiving and expecting

To receive lower social relations ratings from the other &th graders.

This factor accounts for five percent of the variance.

Factor 8 is clearly academi¢ achievement,oriented with major loadings
from the SCAT total score and the Metropolitan Reading Test score and
a turther substantial loading from the teacher comments recarding previous
terms' schoolwork. No other student description yariable has more than
neqligible loading on this factor, the largest of these béing only .23
for present term schoolwork ratings. The academic achievement factor.
accounts for a brief four percenf of the variance.

The Picture Interpretation Test score and the three measures of
accuracy of estimation of adult and peer social relations ratings of
oneself together comprise Factor 9. In reporting that this social, aware-
ness factor accounts for only three percent of the variance, it should
be recalled these measures, before combining into a composite score of _
first and second test scores, all had relatively low test-retest cogsela-
tions. The extent tp which error variance may have depressed this fac-
tor Is, of course, unknowable from the present data. :

The only variable with a high loading on’ the final factor is sex
(males coded 1, females 0). The two other variables fdentifying this
maleness factor are expected. social relations ratings from opposite sex
8th graders and accuracy in making these same opposite sex estimates.

.Both have moderate to low negative loadings. This final factor also
accounts for only fhree percent of the variance.

In overview it must be concluded from the foregoing factor analysis
summary that the 37 student descriptor variables fail to reduce to but
a few generully distinct factors. Though the analysisfwas .instructive
in identifying some unsuspected groupings or dimensions such as ‘social
-awareness, social relations with "recalled persons" as separate from
those involving school .peers and adults, distinquishing between present
: ) R
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and prior term teacher descriptjcns, a minority race factor, and sex
as a separable (though unclear) fogus, the major finding was that of

. the_multidimensionality of the many measures taken of student social
and schoo! behaviors, attitudes, and skills.

.Following a description of trials of two exgerFmenfal educational
units Initiated in Schools N:and M, a final -section of .this report
(Section VI) will offer a summary of the social -competency measure-~ -
ment efforts in both the Portipnd and fhe‘Eugeng area schools.
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“Section V

, DEVELUPMENT AND TRIAL OF £DUCATIONAL UNITS

LY school Settings ;
The final phase.of the prdjecf was an

tles for educational units, each of which

lum for the remediation of social competenc

. .These unlts were the outgrowth of extensive

.
-

exploration ot two possibill-
ight lead to a larger curricu-

y deficlits of 8th graders,
discussion with school and

community informants regarding the behaviors and needs of -the students,
particularly as these related to school performance and peer relations.

For both units, 8th grade teachers were directly Involved in the planning
and mapping out of the Intended daily classroom activities. The two units,
one ten weeks long and the othef elght weeks fong, were trial run as part
of- a regular soclal.studles class in two Portiand elementary schools In
the fall of 1971, - ‘ :

The school segttings have a!ready been described In the first pages
of the preceding section, Schoois M and N each enrolling approximately
600 elementary children from the predominantly biack Albina district of
Portiand, Oregon. Each school had three classes of '8th graders of approx-
imately 28 students each. 'One class In each school was. selected as a *

“trial class for the experimental, units. '

Both experimental class teachers were white and had several years of
teaching experience. Both were assigned- practice teachers to assist them
in concucting the educational unit. The class N teacher was female; het}
aide was a white male completing his practice teaching in a lower grade
in School M. The class M teacher was male; his alde was a black female
aiso completing an elementary education degree program by practice teach-
ing in School M, ) > ‘ b

Py E

© e‘ .

The School N class consisted of. 16 boys and 13 giris, all black ex-
geot for one white boy and one American indlan glrl. The School M class
consisted of 11 boys and 15 glrls, .all biack except 4 white boys and 3
white giris. During the trial period, six experimental class students
withdrew and three new students entered. In addition, both classes had
a high rate of absences (some due to suspensions), averaging 4 or 5 stu-
dents out.of class on any glven day. .

£ »
»

As described generally by thelr teachers, the students in these ﬁiheo!s
are consldered to be emotional and responsive, but not thoughtful abou .
their actions. They llve very much In the present. Ihey are extremely
active physically and seidom hold still for more than a few minutes.

»

..
)
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They are impatient with any hesitation or delay and things must be kept,
moving at a rapid pace to keep their attention. There is little ppressure
from the family to do well in school (apptoximately half the students
do not live with their parenfs) and most bf these students cannot see
any present or future value in academic pursuits, consequentiy, most
are not ‘gnod students even if they could be. These negative attitudes

‘toward authority and school in general are so great that peer pressure

does mot allow a student to express any interest in academic activities
even though he may actually feel some interest.

Teachers seem to feet that their control of the.class is consfanfly
‘in jeopardy. They tend to go along with the mood of the class, waiting
tor the groud to "settie down" before they. try to do anything related
te schoolwork; after a particulariy exciting .event which stirs the '
students up--such as a serious street fight--this settling down period
may take several dadys, during which the teachers often fail back on
structured studies such as spelling.ilessons on an individual basis.
These students.have had almost no experiencdworking in érou05° they
have not examined -the possible desirability of working with someone
they do not especially like .in order to get a:certain Job . done.

. *eriny’

’

B. Cooperative Production Unit for Schoo! N .

1: Deve lopment of Unit. In-the spring of 1971, the project co-

- director moved to Portiand and spenf three months Invesflgaflng the

school system, contacting” community representatives, and working with
administrators and teachers in the selected schoois to develop an edu-
cational unit to be scheduled for the-next fall. Her assistant was

a black woman who was just finishing her final year of teacher training

in School N and would.be -teaching social studies.there as a regular

teacher the next fall. In reviewing several possibilities for curri=-

culum developmenf addif|ona: teachers and schoo! personnel were con-
sulted. They concurred in recommending a proposed ten week producflon- '
manag . ment un:f

-
E]

The project codirector worﬁg; closefy with her assistant to out-
line an educational unit--its focus, methods, and hoped for results .
then moved from Portland, leaving the -working up of specific daily lesson
plans to the assistant to complete over the- summer, As these plans
were produced, the original idea was modified into a Gooperative pro-
duction unit i which the class would form sevéral small coops, each
manufacturing and selling a simple craft item. Under this arrangement,
the emphasis would be upon group cooperation--the groups would 'have
to work out their own problems and, would receive help with discussion
skills in order to do this. They would work toward. developing an ap~
preciation of different kinds of talents and personalities, and hope-
fully they would d;scover the satisifaction of working together success-
fully. -

&
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Emphasis upon development of group cooperation was wel | supported -
by the .consulting school personnel as a social competency clearly lack- .
ing among their 8th grade students. The unit design called for ten weeks

» of dally sessions of approximately one hour each, with Fridays left

open-as an extra period which might be used to catch up off anything not
completed during the first four days of the week. Al| activities were -
planned for the afternoon home room social studies class, which comprised
a tWwo-to" three-period block of class time. L ‘

The unit's activities were designed to Involve the students in making
group decisions and analyzing how well their group Is working. - Group
discussions were at first to be based on making practical decisions about
the products, and later students were to be encouraged to discuss their
own and others' feelings.. In this way, they would dévelop a greater
awareness and understanding of each individual's importance to the_group
effort, - a

The upit activities were also meant to ‘develop a sense of responsi-
bility in the 8th graders. Each small group of approximately five students
would be responsitie for organizing itself--choosing its own offlicers,
making Its own decision about what article to manufacture, and setting
up Its own work schedule and.production system.  Any personal .problems

“between group members, or such decisions as what to do about the member

who is not working, were to.be worked out by the group itself.
" Incentive for the students to car}y'fhrough the manufacturing pro-

cess and continue to produce “the articles even after the novelty of doing
something different in class had worn off was to be provided by the ex-

oectation that their articles woula be purchased and the profits divided

among the group members. ‘A buyer from a g¢raft shop was scheduled to

visit the class during each of the two production periods (the first one

of six weeks, the second of four) to discuss prices and quality, Then,

at the.end of each period; he was to return to do the actual buying.

Buying was underwritten by the research proje¢t, but the agticles would
i

)

actually be 'put on sale in the craft shop.

Affer the introduction to the unit had been presented.to the ‘class,
the teacher and the curriculum alde were to play low-key roles, encour-
aging the puplls wifen needed but not forcing them in any particular direc-
tion. In effect, the teacher and aide were to serve as impartial moder-*
ators in pointtng out what was actual ly happening in qroup*discussions .
and in offering technical assistance during work sessions, The students
would have to live with the results of whatever they did and did not do.

. When the groups reorganized for the second production session, stu-
dents in those groups which had had bad experiences would have the chance
to analyze their group's problems and do better the next time. The: sec-
ond production session would also provide a chance for each student to
work with new partners and reduce the monotony of the group interactions.
The teacher waz to arrange the composition of each of the first set of
groups, breaking up cliques and separating-problem children, but the,
second set of groups was to be organized by the students themselves after
they had a chance to see how and which people work together, Pos§ibly,
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they would have learned that best friends are not necessarily the best
workers and would have learned to appreciate’ the abilities of some

sTudenTs they did not know before.. The entire process, Then,was to be

one of encouraglng students to organlze and t6 make qroup’decisions,
to solve both practical and social Interaction problems, to 1ook af
thelr own and thelr peers' behavlor and decide what kinds of beRavior

will bring successful results, and to learn to dlscuss these. matters
openly and honestly. v -
» &

¢

2. Schedule of the Cooperative Production Unlt

a. First Six Weeks Session
Le) A e ¢

Week 1. Introduction ‘

+ Introduction and practice of -dlscussion and analysls
skllls by means of game-playing, graphic illustration
of chains of events, audlo-visuat materials,

Introduction to production unlt, what students will be
doing, explana?lon of how a cocp organization works,
emphasizing’ impor?ance of individual To effectiveness
*  of whole group. ° . ¢
. ) @
Division of Elass into flve groups of flve or six mem-
bérs eagch, composition prevlously«de?ermlned by the tea-.
M cher. , ! .
!n?roduc?lon and practice of technlques of problem-
solving. '
i
Week 2 . . S
Field trip +o three or four downtown shops to have stu-
dents investlgate: tyges of products which are selllng,
prices, materials, etc. .

Election of officers In each group. \

" Discussion within qroups of what products To make Groups .
each make decision on product and prepare a |lst of sup-
plles needed.

Flrst work session. (Supplles have been obtained by
teacher.) Group decision on manufacturing, procedure,
time schedule, etc.
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" Week 3

3\ - .

A1f§}nafe work sessl9hs and discussions. ' :

Class discussion of problems that arose ‘during first
work session. Each group tries to work out solutions
to 4ts own probiems. ) |

[
‘

. _ (-
Discussion of jndiVidual contributions to groups'

problem-solving attempts and writtéh report by each
student, » .

Wegk 4

‘a ! P

Alternate work sessions and discussions. °

: v . ’ '
Analysis by group members nf individual member contri-
butions.

P

Week 5 - ’ 7
=R 2w . ’ ‘ .
Class .discussion of progress-of manufacturing and pro-
duct quality and saleability.

.- Visit from buyer, who talks to each group about the . .

quality of its goods, what he is looking for, possible
_ pricing, grading of gdods. . bt

Group discussions regarding what buyer has pointed
‘out, need for production changes, whether or not to
accept his price offers, etc. -

Continue work sessions.

Woek 6 . < . N
N :

Alternate work and discussion sessions.

Géoup discussion &f individual contributions to com-
pletion of products. , . .

.. .0 . ) 'f-
Finat visit from buyer, purchase of gcods, and distri-
bution of profits among group membars.

Evaluation by each groug of its preduction®and inter- .
personal relationships during the entire six weeks.
B ' - .

a - T . N 4
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Last Four Weeks Session - . ? .

, Generally, this will be a repeat of the entire pro-
o -~ cess, but without the need for introductory materials
‘ “or the field trip. Since the -students have had prac-
tice' in decision-making, the shorter production sess.ion
,of. four wegks should be adequate. This time students
witll choose their own small groups, with the one restric-
tion ‘that each group be balanced by sex.. Once again, *
s discussions and work sessions will alternate or combine,
A " the buyer will come during the middle of the session,
(:::>r. and group members will be asked to analyze their own
and others! contributions, Students will also be asked
" to discuss whatever want wrong during their first ses-
J sion and how to avoid thése mistakes in the new groups.
Buyer will return at end of four weeks to select goods
for purchase, profits will be divided, and each group
wil| prepare an evaluation of its activities.

3. Trial of Experimental Unit (School N)

»

a. Introduction to Unit. The cooperative production unit was
introduced into School N during the afternopn social studies period
in the fifth school week of the fall 1971 term, The introductory games
and problem-solving exercises of the first week of the curriculum went

.well.! These consisted of a "falling game", in which one student would
allow himself to fall and be caught by the others; a tower;of blocks
in which each block represented a student, used to illustrate group
. strength arising from sinterdependency of its members and leading into
a discussion of the nature of-a coop; and problems for group decision, .
(1) to arrange a list of desirable occupations and (2) Yo decide what five:
items would be moii/ggcessary for desert survival.‘ ) .

] The sfuggnfglenjoyed talking about the problems as a total class,
espetially when there was no obvious answer, but when they separated

’ into their small groups, discussion fell apart and the group leaders

‘' became tyrannical. Each group then chose a spok9$man tq get up in front

of the class and explain why his group made the choices it did. These

students were listened to with interest and attention by the others.

' Duriné this first week, the teacher had decided -the pomboslflon
of the first smail groups. The most Important consideration was sim-
ply that the groups should function, so she created five groups of

¢
}

- ]

'A one-week tryout of some of theése activities had been conducted

during the summer invélvimg seveh School N eighth graders. .

4
i
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five or six members each around the nucleus "of a strong personality whom
she predicted would became the qroup leaders (which they did). Other
considerations were balancing the "sexes and different levels of ability .
within each group, and breaking up some of the friendship groups already
formed by the studenter” - ) '

-
. 7 - .
The choosing of a group leader and a recorder was done by a process
of mutual consent. “Someone would suggest who should fill the ppsition

and the resf‘of the group .would agree or disagree orally until they had
adreed on someone. The teacher reports that these choices were made on

3 N

[ the bastis of ability, not necessarily on popularity. .

2
PR
.

) b. Selectioh of Candlemakina. Because these sfudents had tad |it-
tle experience in making things, they needed to-get some preliminary

id2a of what kinds o% articles they might be able to make, .what materials

would be needed, what they would cost, and how lona the manufacturing
process .would take. A field trip to.downtown craft shops was arranged

so that the students' might see and inquire about the articles for sale: .
It was planned .that the students' completed pieces would be placed for
sale in one of these shops, and ¥rom this trip the student could get

"the idea that their project had somé connection with the real world,

-
s

coul'd be more than just a school assignment.’ )
Two shops which had been contacted in aévance were visited; two-’
thirds of the class went to one shop and one-third to the other. Each
student was given a dittoed form stapled. fo a piece of cardboard on which
ta take notes, They enjoyed the trip, especially since few of them had .,
been ‘o this downtown area before, 'and returned to class with several. -
ideas of what they would |ike to make. Bach student handed in a list i
of choices to the teacher, who read, through them and noted the items:
she felt were impossible to complete. Suggestions at this time included
leather items, macrame, pottery, popcorn and candy, belts, posters,
candles. } .
A demonstration’ by the respresentative of a large “cra¢t supply house
Caused a major difficulty, in the sense of compelling & departure from
the intended organization and purpose of the unit, His: overwhelmingly
colorful candlemaking display so. Inspired the students that they all -
insisted on making candles and nothing else, saying that if all groups
were not allowed to make candles, none”of them would do anything.at all,
In retrospect, it Is unfortunate that the teacher: agreed to this demand,
The choice of candlemaking in effect led to individualized rather
than group production. ‘The fact that candlemaking required a hot plate
and a panful of hot wax meant that each student Had to be individually
supervised by an‘adult. Each student brought his'own container from
home, went by himself to where the curriculum aide was tending the hot
wax and poured his candle quite independent of his group. The teacher
aide was actual ly more involved with him in this activity than any class-
mate. The only small group structure that survived this procedure was
in seating arrangements and in the fact that one group per day was sched-
led to pour its candles; with the qroup leader setting up turns for his

- ¢
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. .o?oup members. The rest of the class continued its regular social stu-
. dies work under the teacher's direction. '

Further breakdown of the smal! group system came about because
of absences and suspensions. There werz often as many as 5 or 6 stu-
dents absent from class, with the .result that more than one person
was mlssing in some groups. The teacher reported that some groups
were resentfil when absenteesim caused them to lose their turn, but
there was evidently not enough pressure to be present placed on the

. students by their peers to cause the general pattern of absenteesim

to change--and the absent ‘members were often the group leaders. In
tact, the original class leader, a girl who was clearly in charge and
whose cooperation could have ‘made the entire unit work, transferred
to California. Her replacement was more temperamental; sometimes co-
operative but sometimes controlled by her violent temper. Another
person who might have inspired the class to greater efforts was an
artistically talented boy who was so turned off by other aspects of

- school that he rarely came.

" c. Buyer's Visit. The unit outline called for a classroom visi¥
trom the "buyer", -an individual hired by the project to play the role
of a buyer from a-downtown shop. He was to inspect the products, dis=
cuss their quality, give advice on how they might be improved, and,
discuss possible prices. was ‘to announcé that he would return at
the end of the six weeks':session to purchase the better pieces for
a downtown shop. |t was intended that this visit would reinvigorate

-the students after the first enthusiasm had died down, that it would

excite them to tty. to improve quality and increase productipn by once
more emphasizing that they might actua!ly make some profit if they
would work for 1t. )

o -

_ The buyer, a black local church leader, apparently gave-some stu-
dents such bad time about their work that the entire class came to their
vdefense; remarks were made to the effect that "if you don't like it,
we'll sell it to someone else". After his visit, the class decided
they would do thieir own selling. Several students independently found °
buyers for thsir cundles before the project was finished. :

d. Vandalism. There were no secure storage facilities in this
overcrowded school and neither teacher nor aide could readily carry all
the enuipment back and forth (and the candles had o remain where .they
were for several hours untjl set). Supplies and products were there-.
fore left exposed in the classroom. This proved- to be quite unfortu-
nats. Before the end of the six weeks, most of -the-finished candles
nad been stolen or destroyed, mainly by students from other ciasses
who were using the room temporarily. One final instance of vandalism

. in effect ended the actual candlemaking operation. While the room was

unattended, a student who had recently transferred into the experimental
class melted a piece of wax directiy onto the burner of the hof plate,
tetting 1t run down inside and then turning off the burner and removinq

¢
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the wax from the ‘top of the blafe. When the hot plate was next used
"1t burst into flame and was ruined.

Though this ended the candlemaking project, the students seemed
to accept such disasrers as a normal part of |life and were not par-
ticularly discouraged. They did not even seem to consider it as a-mone-
tary loss. Possibly the idea of making money was too far in the future
to be of much concern to them. Several students expressed regrei that
the groups had not functioned well, and all students were wiiling to re-
torm their groups and try‘*something else. Therefore, a revised plar
was prepared for the last four weeks of the unit.

"e. Revised Plan. The revised plan called for a return to the ori-
ginal intent of the unit, to emphasize each group's making its own de-
cisions and learning to work as a group for the profit of all., This
time only two groups were tp be formed, making each group large enough

#- so that absences ¢ ° + few members would not cause the group to be inop-
erable. Eachgrou. sld be required to chocose a different product and
work independently .,com the other’ group, Each group would have a spec-
ific problem to solve every day, either one -relating to manufacturing
the item or one set.up to make the members aware of the dynamics of the
group. The buyer would return at “he end of the ten-week session as
originally planned and pick up whatever candles were ieft from the first

‘ session as well as ‘the saleable articles from the second; or, the stu-
dents might decide to do their own selling, in which case the: problems
of organizirg the sales and distributing the profits could take up a
good part of the group discussion exercises. .

+ Groups were formed this time by the students themselves. Tne highly
vocal, strong leader types of students formed one group with their friends
and others having similar personatitias; the rest of +he class formed
the other group, but they were not merely "left-overs"--at least some
of them were the students who wished to work with each other because the
felt they were the ones who wouid get something dcne.

Again, there was a perfod of investigztion and discussion of what
to make. Students looked through cra¢t catalogues and Instruction books
and then made their decisions--one group wanted to make pillows and the
other aprons. Once agaln enthusiasm was high and this time the Qroups
did a much better job of organizing themselves.

Unfortunately, nothing further came of this preparation. One week
was completely lost because nlne students who ‘had been suspenced returned
to class on the same day and so unsettled the class that everyone was
given individual work assignments for the rest of the week. The following
week, the curriculum aide was absent and the teacher did not feel she
could continue working on the curricuium unit without help. After this,
time until Chrtstmas vacation was too short to start on a new acrivity
and the students' interests became diverted. UDue to limited project
time and budget the unit was not continued following Christmas vacation.

3
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4. Evaluation and Recommendations.” In spite of failure to produce
items for sale and to function on a small group level, the experimental
class did achieve some positive results. Both teacher and .aide agreed
that the class had developed a unity as a total class that had not been
there before the curricutum began. Student written comments col lected
during the trial period indicated considerable support and ‘numerous
expressions of group feeling. The students took an interest in each
other's work and would encourage and defend even those students who .
were not in their own friendship groups. In short, they appeared to
have aqained a start in the techniaues of working together. Given fewer
interruptions and more focused classroom activities, a much more sub-
stantial gain could surely be expected. Further-trial of a revised
unit is to be recommended. ’

In preparlnq a further revised unit, four major problem areas re-
quire careful consideration. First, there needs to be a responsnble
project representative on the scene at all times to support the teacher,
facilitzte solving of problems on a daily basis, make on-the-spot re-
visions in the unit plan, and generally force continuity of .the unit
reqardless of interrupting events.

Second, the educational unit itself needs to be more tightly struc-’
tured-~students must have something definite to do each day. It should
have a fast pace and varied activities to hold the students' attention.
Too much planning should not be left to the teacher, who operates in

_a constantly tense atmospheré and has many other things to consider.

Third, though full class discussjons worked well, small groups
generally were not able to make declslons on their own. More specific
exercises in aroup declsnon-maklnq are needed, including practice as-
signments, The teacher or aide would probably need to work ciosely
with each qroup as it practices group discussion each day, develop
records of -progress (and problems}), and increase or .improvise practice
as needed. In this reqard, pre-unit special teacher and aide training
in qroup discussion techniques might be required.

And fourth, the unit activities must be better accomodated to the
problems of the particular setting. Durlnq the experimental trial
high absentee rates frequently left the smal! groups unoperable and
new students transferring.in in the middle of the unit were not easily .
absorbed. In qgeneral, the curriculum must be designed so that the
absence of one or two wut of a group will not destroy the entire ac-
tivity. For example, there might be alternative exercises wriften
in, the choice of which one to use each day depending on the number
of students presenf In the presenf situation, sforaqe and protection
of maferlals were also needed.

. Videotape Unit for School M

1. Development of Unit. As may be recalled, School N and M dif-
fored in that the latter school was. located in a more bhiracial neiahbor-
hood and enrolled ?% percent non-black children. The previous school
yoar (1970-71) bhad witnessed considerahle racial tension both in the
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neighborh2od and school. Though lack of group functioning skills was
considered a primary. social deficit of students I'n both School M and
School N, the special atmosphere and kinds of probiems at School M re-
garding racial conflict seemed to call for the development of a curri-
culum with a double approach. Not only 'did the students need work on
group function but they would also benefit from a program emphasizing
different ways of looking at a situation involving people, at the prob-
lems deriving from interactions among persons with differing concerns
and biases.

The utilization of role-playing experiences has been extensively
documente i in recent literature supporting personal involvement in
drameization as a means of improving social understanding and interperson
behavior. If students were required to place themselves in the roles
of people unlike themselves and try to imagine what actions could bring
about different outcomes. to a situation, then possibly they would in-
crease their understanding of how to get along better with each other.

I'f students were obliged to work together, delegating and assuming re-
sponsibilities for task completion and group achievement, with guidance,
these activitias should promote group functioning skills.

The video tape educational ‘unit for School M developed from a blending
of these two broad intensions. A white male social studies teacher in
School M with some experience in dramatics evinced a speciad interedt
in the proposal. Workina with the project coordinator, together they de-
veloped an outline for an eight week unit to be tried with his fall class.
A black female practice teacher with experience as a professional enter-
tainer was assigned as his aide during the trial of the experimental
unit, and was alsc involved in working out the specific plans, '

The unit called for an eight week planning and production of video-
tape vignettas of scenes based on experiences the students have had.
The scenes were to.be of various kinds of social relationships, conflicts,
problems and resolutions, etc., that the students have, come across, prob-
ably in gchool but possibly in the family or other out-of-school settings.
Planning, enacting, and editing of the scenes were al | to -be done by each
of four groups of seven or eight classmates. Through their roles as group,
members--officers, writers, actors, and technicians--the students would
be learning that personal’ly satisfying interaction requires that they
depend on others and in turn be dependabte. And through analysis of
their own experiencés--situations and motives and feelings of the char-
acters in the vignettes--the students would be learning about themselves
and perhaps be able to iock at a situation from more than one point of
view. ' - .

1See Roies, 1977 for an excellent review of role-playing as a hehavior
chanae technique. . 0
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2. Schedule of the Video Tape Unit

a. First Week's Ac¢tivities. The first weék of the curriculum
was to consist of introduction of the unit to the student, including
a definition of "vignettes" and some expioration of how they are made.
The students would view prepared fiims and discuss them to think about
what situations from their own lives might be appropriate for filming.
The teacher and the curriculum aide would act out a situation in front
of the students as a demonstration; this situation would be enacted
from several viewpoints and with several different -outcomes so that
the student would start thinking of how -di:tferent behaviors may cause
different results. . i T

Also in the first week, students were to be divided into four groups -
\ of approximately seven members each. The teacher would have chosen
group members beforehand, making groups as heterogeneous as possible
and keening the clique members apart. After being presented with a
" review of officer responsibilities and viewing a film on "Groups Working
Together" and discussing the function of a group, each group would
_ choose its of ficers--president, vice-president, secretary, and.assist- .
ant secretary. Each group would be responsible fot developing and . -
. presenting its own vignettes and the students {ould eventually choose-
which members were to be actors and which techniians. (Groups were
to remain formed for two weeks, and then students would change groups
so that everyone had a chance to work with everyone eise during the
eight ‘weeks. - Also, students would be encouraged to change roles with-' s
in—the group so that each individual had a chance 'to"+ry each position.) . -
, .
On the first Friddy, students would go on an orientation visit ,
to the filming studio. Students would become acquainted with the tech- -
" nician who would be helping them with the filming, be introduced to
the equipiment (which they would eventually learn to use themse lves)
and take part in a sampie filming which they would immediately see on '
the playback machine. : '

b. Following Weeks. After the curriculum had been introduced -and
the vigné#fes were being produced, activities were to follow a fairty
standard weekly pattern for the second through seventh weeks:

. , /

Mondays: Viewing and reviewing the video-tapes made the

previous week. Class discussion of each vig-
nette on the basis of effectiveness in getting-
its point across, and consideration of other ways
in which the portrayed situation might have been
handied.

} Tuesdays: (Every two weeks, class separation into new groups,

| choices of new officers.) Groups pick a subject

Ih; ‘ for their vignettes™and begin working on the scripts,
| . all group members taRing an active part in makln?

1 up lines, deciding if they want any kind of sets

; sounds, or specia! effects and making necessary
arrangements.
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Wednesdays: Final polighing of scripfs and selection of ac-
tors and support persons:
e
<Thursdays * Filming vignettes (two groups each day) and re-
and fridays: hearsgl for in-class group. :

c. Final Week's Activities. Class was to review all vignettes

and choose those which they wanted to include in a final fiim of approx-
imately 20 minutés in.length. They were to decide on the sequence of

the scenes and work on coordination, tities, credits, and whatever other
details needed cohsideration for the finished product. Students invol ved
in these details were to make a final trip to the studio to put the en-
tire package together. Then.the fiim was to be shown to other ciasses

or perhaps the entire upper unit. The last day of the unit was to be
taken up with a'class discussion on.the overail effect of the unit on
".the students, how cooperation with others and placing themselves in di f-

Y4

ferent roles had affected their general outlooks. .

-

3. Trial of Experimental Unit (School M)

a. Introduction to the Unit. The teacher explained briefly to the
class what they would be doing for the next eight weeks--forming four
small groups within the class every two webks, choosing their own officers,
creating scripts for videotaping, and filming these at a television stu-
dio. He told the students that their scenes, if good enough, would even-

tually be put together into a movie which would be shown to other classes.

3

The initial class response was that the more difficult students ‘
were general ly interested, especially when told they might be allowad
tc use the cameras themselves, but the better students went on with their
studies and seemed to pay “little attention. (Students later made a vig-
nette dealing with this announcement in which the announcement was rather
abrupt and their reaction to it was to play hookey.) There followed
a discussion of the vignette form, and the teacher tried to make certain
that all students understood what it Is and what it is for. The students-
were told to discuss any ideas they had at this point for vignettes and
to write them down and hand them in. They needed much help from the
teacher and aide to come up with anything at all. However, by the end -
of the .period, 13 out of 22 students present did manage to hand something -
in.

The teacher divided the class into four groups of approximately seven
" mémbers each on the basis of heterogeneity (sex, ability, personality)
and separation of clique members. Students complained loudly at this
tirst assignment of groups, Insisting that they were not Interested in
working in groups at all, but eventual ly accepted the arrangement.

L]
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Each group chose a chairman,who was to be responsibje for general
group control and production and for supervising the selection of actors
and cameramen, 3 vice-presidant, a secretary-recorder to keep notes
on script lines and group decisions, and an assistant secretary, ‘ Officers

o were chosen by oral mutual consent excepf for one group which had a '
volunteer cha:rman.'

As the groups began writing thelr first plays, the interest level
was high in all but a few students.who refused to participate. Three
groups worked out their ideas together, but in. the fourth, one boy who
was resented by the others, possibly because he was white and definitely
because he was pushy about his abilities, went off and wrote a script

by himself. The group did eventually use his idea, not being able to
come up with anything else. By the end of one more class period, alf
four groups had their scripts written and were helping each other learn .
the tines, excited by the prospect of going to a studio for filiming. -

b. Videotaping Facilities. The Portland School District's instruc-
tional Television (ITV) Department, focated in another elementary school
only a few minutes away from School M, provided the filming facilities
for the videotape unit. This studio was well equipped with cameras,

< lighting banks and a large control® room. The personnel were extremely
cooperaflve in sefflng up filming schedules, in explalnln f.to the stu-
dents how to get good results, and in giving some direction to the
filming sessions. They aiso-creafed sets when the sfudﬁﬁfs indjcated
that they were needed. .
-3

The first visit to TV was organ.zed as a full class fleld trip,
and student behavior was unusually good for so large a group. They
wére q;ven a tour of the studio with expianation of the equipment and
had theit questions angwered. One group had their lines memorized well
enough that they could?perform before the camera as a demonstration
for the rest of the class, and the cameraman used.'them to illustrate
his explanation of what Is necessary in front of the camera to ‘produce
a good tape. The ITV director explained the professional way to pre-
pare sét layouts to accompany the scripts. The students were disap- -

-pointed to learn that they would not be al fowed to handig the. cameras
themse lves after all, but they were told they could uring their tapes
to the studio and use the hand-splicing equipment to edit them.

G . . .

c. Vignette Production. On the first day of each week the class
viewed on closed circuit TV broadcast from the ITV studio the tapes .
they had made the week before. They discussed their work and were asked -
t~ 3analyze the success or failure of each scene. Too often, however,
the qenerbl uproariousness caused by seeing themselves on a television
screen led to a lack of seriousness in their discussion. Further,

. students were generally unwilling to criticize each other. One off-
shoot of their supportiveness of each other's work was an expressed
resentment of the teacher's attempt to get them to improve.
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.The second and third days of each week, teacher and aide worked with
the groups, helping in their development of new ideas and the improve=-
ment of old ones. The last two days of the ‘week were set aside for
tilming- sessions, The teacher remained in the classrqom and the curri=-
culum aide and,an assistant from the School took actors- and critics from
two groups to the studio to tape their vignettes. - ‘

- Initially, only one student refused to, act a part in the vignettes.

He did take a non-speaking part later when one of the groups was short
an actor and convinced him he really was needed, and his attitude in
general improved steadily as the unit went on. The first two days of
filming went ‘well, Students were well-behaved in the studio even though

A they had to wait quite a while for the other group to finish, They re-
mained interested and excited by .the studio activity., In subsequent weeks
after the novelty of tilming had worn off the students became a little
more restless and had to be restricted from the control room, fhough

- discipline was hever a real problem,

¢

Every two weeks four new groups of approximately seven students
each were formed. This gave each new group the opportunity to do two
vignettes, which would have resulted in a total” of 24 vignettes for the
six weeks of fiiming after the introductory week/ Actually, oniv 15
vignettes: were comp leted. A number of problems contributed to this low
rate of production. A ‘major problem was the continuing high perceniaga:‘ -
of absences and suspensions. Usually at feast six students were out of
class each .day, which meant that the scheduled group often did not have
all-its actors. A further problem was the loss of filming days due to
school holidays and field trips. Improper scheduling due to misinforma-
tion as to the ITV studio schedule resulted in two cancelled filming

\ sessions, Having a substitufe teacher on four occasions during the last
six weeks contributed to some of the script produgtion siowdown

. Mcre damaging to the total unit's activities, however, was the
. general falling off of student enthusiasm. For most of the students their
Interest and productive support lasted only two weeks. The work of creat-
)(/ ing -and writing the scripts fell to one or two more interested students
in.each group who eventually carrjed the total load. The plan for group
officers to assume supervisory responsibilities for script and film
production received little student support after the initial weeks.

Two attempts were mads during the last half of the unit to revive sty-
dent interest and to get them to go further with their ideas. The tirst
was the use of a 16 mm, movie camera to more readily capture schoo! in- /
teraction scenes for later development as videotapes. Students were
not much interested in using the equipment (for this purpose), and dé-
lays in film processing and ewventual fiim theft ended usage of the movie
camera, The second attempt was the installation in the classroom of
videotape playback gquipment tb encourage more detailed and critical
examinaflqg_of tilming efforts. Delays in obtaining this equipment how-a
ever resulted In its being use1 only in the last weeks .of the unit,
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4, Evaluation and Recommendations ) -
> ) N\

In spite of much lagging by individuals, the groups as a whole 4 ’

did manage to produce vignettes up until| the end of the unit. Some

of the latter skits are more complex, one play being diviged into three

scenes with a time lapse between each and having changes of setting

and mood. In general, though, the vignettes were very weakly devéloped,

simple scenes with artificial lines and stilted acting.

It was intended that in response to their own dissatisfactions after
viewing the tapes, students would request adult gulidance; instead they
were generally uncritical. Though some progress in production skill was made,
the lack of .experienced direction remained very apparent. -

>

Though poorly written and portrayed, the vignettes afford interesting
expressions of what the students think about various—aspects of their
culture, their parents, homes, school situations, and neighborhoods.

Their stories covered a fairly wide range of plausible interactiohs--
a family with a favored and disfavored daughter, boys caught stealing
by a saleslady; ‘a dominating mother arguing with her husband about

gmoney in front of her daughter, students reporting to their teacher

on another student smoking, 8 teacher sending gossiping girls to the
office, another sending fighting boys to the office, girls discussing

a boy friend, students. getting caught playing hookey, a policeman being
knocked down, black adelescents vandalizing a white home, drug peddling,
and a white girl put down by a white family for selling Glrf Scout
candy with a black girifriend. : -

in terms of the main purposes of thé experimental.unit, developing
group support skills and Improving social ‘relations through. i ncreased
understanding and acceptance of different points of view, the eight-
week experimental unit of student production of videotape ‘did not achieve
its goals. Evidence is lacking to suggest any improved seif or other-

- person understanding. At the same time, the breakdown of group effort

toward videotape production argues a lack of group cooperation and
general responsibility. : .

-4

The videotape unit was developed with: the participating classroom
teacher as an outline for implementation rather than a tightly sched-
uled sequence of classroom activities. This flexibility seemed neces-
sary for a first trial, but even with the added support of an enthu- .
siastic assistant the continuous demands of the regular classroom ac-
tivities did not allow time for needed improvisations and exbans ions

of the unit outline.

And apparently, in addition to more anfié¥pa+ory planning and ready-
to-go alternatives,a very considerable leadership and direction s needed
to get students sufficiently involved that they acquire understanding
of the difterent perspectives presented in the vignettes. At a more .
shallow level, the actor may well simply re-enact and reinforce his
prejudice. Indeed, this latter effect was suspected by both the teacher

and aide, . ¢
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{ -
And -the very major problem of sustaining active student support in ,

a problem school setting needs much more attention. The inceﬁfiyes, one,

-

needs considerable pre-unit deveiopment, .

~4

the novelty and personalization of the videotapiny and, two, the goal to
produce a display item quickly dissipated. To maintain high interest ,
the unit must have nearly continuous returns for the students, an increas-
ing identification of the participants with their activities. “This clearly

-
. .

. .

L)

;g&m’




Secfloﬁ vi

'OVERVIEW OF PROJECT

A.  Project Summary.

1. Introduction. The foregoing four sections have ﬁresenfed\ d?-
tailed description of project activities spanning a three~-year period.
The project was inaugurated as an effort to define, explore and develop
-experimental measures of social Incompetency. The study- populations were
adolescents living in white semi-rural communities and 8th grade students,
principally black, living in an urban district. As outiined in the ini~
tial research proposal submitted ta.the Social and Rehabilitation Ser- -
vice in 1968, the measurement effort had a further, treatment-focused
goal, the development of classroom remedial responses to social incom-
petency. Accordingly, experimental educational units were devised and * -
tried out in two urban classes during the last months of the project.

Discounting the hundred special ‘class retarded adolescents tested on
the experimental short forms of the TSI (reported in the TS| addendum)
and an equal number of fegular seventi graders trial tested in developing
group administrable forms of this test (subsequently called the Picture
- Interpretation Test) and the near hundred adults and adolescents: involved
as responders to Parker's Social Inventory Checklist, none of whom
otherwise irvolved in project testing, the project studied over 300 Jjunior
high students, ‘with 51 of their teachers conteibuting extensive ratings
and/or descriptions of them and 34 of their familtes providing interview
data. - ' ‘ :

in summarizing the testing procedures, data analyses, and unit trials -
nvolving various samples‘of these students and adults, this tinal repart
section provides an overview of project activities. A briefer recapis
tulation with more general remarks regarding the measurement and remédia-
tion of social competency deficits is offered as a concluding subsection
of this summary section. - ) N

1

2. Eugene Area School Testing. Two junior high schools enrolling
students principally from semi-rural communities near Eugene, Oreaqon;,
served as data sources for the initial project activities. Thirty-three
teachers from these schools participated, first by nominating their more
noticeably Socially competent (NC) and socially incompetent (SI1) studénts.
From lists containing on the average somewhat over a hundred names of
seventh and eighth graders, teachers in both schools averaged 17 NC and
again 17 S| nominations, leaving approximately 80 names unchecked.

\

R lExcepfing the review and further development of the Test of Social
Inference, which is described in a separate supplement tc this final

v

report, o .
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Théuah schools were found fo be alike with respect to these averages,
qross interteacher,di fferences were noted within each school, teacher
“ nominations varying from under tivé to over flffy percenf.

Consensual student’ groups of 23 NC's, 67 Si's, and 59 SC's (the
last, socially competent group ¥dentified by consensual non-nominations)

. “were formed for further project study. The stability of these group- T
ings was well supported by an examination of repeated teacher-nomi-
naflOHS'mﬂeone to two weeks later using a-random sample of 12 teachers
whieh revealed 88 percent identical renqmlnaflons and no instances of s

' . reversed nominations. ~ '

S
.

. Descriptions of student behavioes relating to the teachers' initial
identifications of their students were collected one week after nomina-
tions from 25 these teachers. Over 1200 different behavior state-

» ~ments were received, these eventually grouped under five major headings:
Soclalization Behaviors, Appearance and Hygiene, Academically Related
Behaviors, Deportment, and more general Personal Traits or Qualafles
dealing wtfh confldence.moflvaflon, self-conSCtousness, etc.

Somewhat surprisingly NC, SC, and SI sfudenfs all recelved about
the same number (5 to" 8) of descriptive statements. ' In both schools
the most used behavior category for the NC students was Personal Quali-

- . ties. School differences in describing S| students wefe noted, with 2
teachers In the school enrolling students from the predomlnafely blue
collar nelghborhood emphasizing deportment-related behaviors three to
four times as much as did teachers from the lower income, more rural
area school, the latter emphazing poor socialization behaviors. As
expected, .NC students received only positively worded descriptions, .

. Sl's only negatively worded sfafemenfs, and fhe non-nomlnafed SC students
a mixture of both. .

The consensual SC and S| samples were fyrther described by their
teachers using a modified Parker Socfal Incompetency Checklist (PSIC)
consisting of over 200 non-positive behavior statements. Nearly half
of these statements ‘were paIred in terms of "intentionality"~-one .item
stating or fmplying the actor's purposiveness, such as, "deliberately
annoys others', and its mate sfaflng or implying inability, lack of
skill, or ignorance, such as, "annoys' others without meaning to do so".
Each teacher completed a PSIC tor six of his students, four of whom

. " hé had preYloust described on the behavior description task.
The number of PSIC items checked varied considerably for dtfferent
teachers, ranging from less than 10 to just over 100, with an average
" of about.24 items checked. No differences were noted in number of items
checked for students previously descrnbed on the free-response format
and fhose described ‘for the first time on the PSIC. N

Interteacher agreement on the PSIC examl\gd/by counflnq the num-
ber of items checked by different teachers describing the same student,
nroved to be generally high; percentages for various pairs of teachers

2
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ranged from 73 to 92 percent, with a median value of 84 percent [den- . -

tical responses.,

N LA
N
Q

Comparisons made of their use of the intentional and unintentional. = .
PSIC {tems revealedqgggf in neither school did teachers especially char- '
acterize either-their%| or their SC students' negative behaviors-as in- .
tentional rather than unintentional. Contrary to expectations, sex dif-

ferences in ascribed intentionality were alsq found to be lacking.

To permit comparisons with the earlier free-respcnse behavior descrip-" -
tions, the PSIC items were categorized under the same five behavior head-

-ings. used for the teacher descriptions, Approximately half of the PSIC

items fell under the Deportment heading.with sncther third under the
Personal Quaities categories. For both their SC and S| students, teachers
were found to follow these proportions in checking items, half of their
checked items referring to Deportment and a third referring to Personal
Qualities, . ’

Pronounced differences in the use of the PSIC for SC and S! students .

- were found to support the earlier teacher nominations:. For all tive

behavior categories, at least twice as many PSIC items were checked for
S| students as for SC students, these differences all significant at
beyond the .01 level. However, considerable intrateacher variation within
both' SI and SC student groups was found, teachers varying constderably-
fn the number of PSIC items they checked for different students whom
they had previously tdentified-the same way.
9 . *
Betwden-school differences were also found, with the "blue collar

. school" teachers checking approximately twice as many PSIC |tems. Sex

2

differences were noted too, with téachers checking nearly half again
as many PSIC items for males as .fér females in both the §i and SC groups.
More particularty, these séx differences may be summerized as girls in .
both groups receiving twice ds many checks on poor sociability .items &s

boys but boys receiving twice as many checks on the, more numerous deport-
ment items. - : '

In summary, though both procedures provided data consistent with
the much moRe global_nominational distinctions of socially competent

and ;Dgomaé ent students, teacher resp®nses using the open-ended descrip-
tions"differed considerably from thelr responses using the behavior chéck- .
lists. , Other than to speculate on the more fatiquing and personal ly
demanding free-respon‘e task, which commonly yielded five to eiqht behavior
statements by a feacz;r ahout his student as cohfrasfgd witth two to five
times as many Statemehts commonly checked, no exdlanaflon of these dif~-
ferences is apparent Aom the data, Quite clear|y, the two different
procedures for soliciting teacher descriptions lead to different emphases
with respect to "kind" of student behavior described.

Following the' teacher nominations and descriptions, four sets of
experimenta| measures, each possibly relafqd to soclal competence from -
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a different perspective, were administered to the-consensually identi-
fied student. These were: (1) a measure of the student's social in-
ferential abiiity, (2) measures of his knowledge of persons important

to him and his judgment of their social relations, (3) measures of his
home and out-of-school sociai activities based on a detailed sel f-report
schedule, and (4) social, family, and school reports based upon home
interviews parents and with the student himself. Because of the :
considerable testing time which would have been required for students ’
to complete all tests, different subsamples of S, SC, and NC students

-

. participated in the different testings. Eighfy-séven students provided

data for the first measure, 32 for the second, 67 for the third, and
34 students and their parents for the fourth. Student record data (CA, «
10, GPA, and absences) were also collected for these students, as were
school counselor descriptions as to how these students were '"getting
along" academically, with ‘their teachers, and with their peers. Family
size, income, and education data were also obtained from slightly over
half of the famiiies of the consensua) students.
. - . 1Y

The first experimental measure administered to the consensual samplie ~
was a modified, 26-item form of the Test of Social Inference (TSt)
develoned to assess effectiveness of a social perceptual training curri-
culum (Edmonson, et al., 1965). This objectively scored picture inter-.
pretation test measures the student's ability to make appropriate inf@r-
pretations of social cues. A retest correlation of .83 based on a one
week retest intervz! was .btained for a sampie of 24 sfudenfs, indiceting
cons|derable sfablllfy for. the shortened form with this populafion, »
though scores did improve s!ightly upon retesting. .

’

Comparisons of mean scores for Sl, SC, and*NC sfudenfs ylelded
significant differences {at the .01 Ievel) favoring the NC students
over either the Si or SC students. Examination of lndividual student

scores revealed only occasional Si students =:hieving TSl scores above

the median score for the NC students and no +i{ s*tudents scoring below. .
the median for the S| students. Separations befwaen the SC students’ ?;.
and other groups were fess distinct.

E

Interpretations of the foregoing SI, SC, NC distinctions, with . I

> respect to TS! scores, however, become Iess clear upon éxamlnaflon of

récorded intelligence test scores. The 1Q means for the TSI samples .

of Si, SC, and NC students were 89, -101, and-114, re pectively;, “the’
correlation between the TSI score and IQ was .59. Reanalysis of the .‘’
TSI data using an analysis of covariance design with tQ as the ccvariate
yietded non-slqnif!canf differences between thé TSl means for the Si,

SC, and NC groups.. Though the flndlno that S| students arg léss: able

to identify social cues (as maasured by the TS!) than are theit moere
socially competent classmates remains, ln?erprefafion is less clear in
that it is possible to account for ‘much of fhls deflclf in terms of
concomitaatly lower 1Q measures. . . .

‘

» L)
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‘Data from student self-descriptions and estimates of how others described
him.based on a preliminary testing of |7 students suggested that /1) SI
-pupils more frequently described themselves as having negative and as not
having positive behaviors than did, SC pupils; (2) Si's and SC's were both
better-than €0 percent correct in estimating how their teachers described
* them; (3) both the Si's and the SC's predicted that their teachers would
.destribe them much as they described themselves, an average agreement of
. 74 percent for the Sl's and 87 percent for the SC's.

Expanded testing using modified recall nopulation procedures ide Jun,
1967) examined the assumption that the extent of information students had
regarding individuals important to them and their judgment of these persons'
social behaviors would be related to their own social competence. After
developing |2-person Iists of names of persons important to them, students
indicated -how knowledgeable they were regarding the life history, preier-
“ences and be.jefs of these pe.sons. They further rated these persons!
social behaviocg In terms of fairness, dependabi lity, dominance, and general
interactions with others. ' "

On all measures - (three knowledge scores and four social relations
scores), the S| gruups scored lowest and, unexpectedly, the middle compe-
tency group, SC, the highest. All $1-SC differences and two of the SC-NC
differences were“significant at the .05 level or above. Inspection of
the individual student scores revealed very little score overlap between
the S| and SC groups.

These findings that low competency level students describe themse | ves
as least knowledgeable about their important persons and also see them
less favorably on all four social relations scales suggest, for the Sl
student, both poor information processirg skills and poorer models for
social relations.” The extent to which these factors prescribe poorer
interperson behaviors for the S| student or are the products of his incom-
peten1 social behaving, or again, are products of sutside factors such as
fami ly environmental restrictions are questions nct answerable from the
present data.

+

Jhe third set of experimental measures involved in-class administra-
tion of a modifization of Edmonson's (1970) Social Activity Questionnaire
(SAD), which consisted of a series of questions to be answered by the
student describing his home and outside-ot-home activities. Three principal
scores were derived from the SAQ: a home activities score (HA), defined as
the number of the student's reported chores and recreational activities;
an.outside activities score (OA), defined as the number of different places
visited, recreational events, etc.; and a level of responsibility score
(Lk), defined as the averaged weighting of the siudent's contro! and ner-
sonal responsibility in deciding and/or conducting his outside-of-home
activities. Readministration of the SAQ two days later indicated a very
hiah-stability for these scores; correlations ali in the low ninety's
or hiah eiahty's were found. :
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On all three SAQ measures the S| group scored lowest, the NC group
highest, and the SC just lower than the NC group. S| means were signi-
ficantly lower than either the SC or NC group for the HA and LR scores
(at the .01 and .05 levels, respectively) but not for the OA scores. No
SC-NC differences were significant.

Descriptively, the data indicate that teacher-identified soclally
incompetent students report fewer home.activities and less responslblllfy
and initiative in their away-frof-home situations than do feacher-1denf:-
fied social ly competent students. The negligible, nonsignificant .’
differences obtained for the OA scores suggest a more meaningful sub-
breakout of this score,in terms of teadership-fol lower or participant-
spectator roles rather fhan frequencies of activities, this latter count
beino more affected by location of home (near or away from towns), family
income, and the sex of the student.

The flnaJ set of experimental measures obtained from the Eugene
area sample was based on individual parent and student Interviews
generally conducted in the students' Homes. Because of time and cost
considerations, only S1 and NC students and parents were Interview )
The interviews, each lasting from one and a half to tw8 hours,. fol lowed
a .schedule of open-ended questions designed to elicit statements as to .
how well the student was getting along with peers, with adults, with I
parents, with siblings, his general behavior with others, his persona]
grooming, how well he was getting along in school, and hls independence
from home. '

Interviewer ratings based on S| and NC parent statements regarding
each of these eight areas and,on S| and NC student statements tegarding
these same eight areas were eiamlned separately. For all {6 comparisons,
the mean ratings of. statements made by NC parents or students were
higher (more positive) than were those from S| parerts or students; all
excepting the student reports of "independence from home" yielded sig-
nificant t's at the .05 level or higher, confirming the expected negative
relaflonshlp between social incompetency and the favorableness of reports
of the rarious students' behaviors discussed in the interview. Examina-
tions ¢ Individual interview ratings revealed only occasional instances

of high ratings and not too many ratings of even "moderately well" for
the S) student reports, with the reverse of nearly all "very well" or at
least "moderately wetl" ratings for the NC student reports.

Similarity of reports by parents and sons or daughters were also
examined. In all eight areas, nonsiqnif'cavf di fferences were found for
both the NC and S| parent-student pairings, indicating very similar repor-
tina by both .parents and studenis.

A "satisfaction" checklist complefed by the informant was also used

- in the inferview. Seven areas for possibie student improvement were asked

about: bome behavior, .chool behavior, social reclationships, attitudes
and values, disposition, QGpendablllfy, and qoals for the future.
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Table frequencies of these checklist responses revealed only four
percent '"needs improvement" checks by either NC or S| parents or students.
This was particularly surprising from the S| parents and students in that
both’ had just previously described their sons or daughters (or themselves)
as poor or inadequate nearly 40 percent of the time in the eight reporting
areas. Even the middle option of the scale, "generally satisfied but wants
to see improvement'", was used less than 50 percent of the time by parents
of S| students and only a third of the time by the students themselves.
Very high parent-student agreement was evident in all areas of the scale.
Apparently, a willingness to negatively describe another's or one's own
behavior does not obligate a conclusion of dissatisfaction or desire for
change for many of the parents and students interviewed. -

~

The school record Inférmation and counselor reports provided further
SI, SC, NC descriptive data, Regarding sex, roughly a third more boys
than girls were nominated S|, and the opposite, approximately half again
as many giris were nominated NC as were boys.

Regarding' 10, T@arly all of the low 1Q (below 85) students are to

.be found in the SI sample, only seven are in the SC sample, and no student

with an 10 below 100 is in the NC sample. Though students with 1¢'s above
114 are to be found in all "three samples, they account for 41 percent of
the NC students:, 24 percent of the SC students and only 10 percent of the
S!1 students,

With respect to school grades (GPA), 83 percent of the NC students,
but not one S| student, had a GPA of 3.0 or above. On the other hand, 67
percent of the S| students, but not one NC student, had a (PA below 2.0.
The SC students were a middle group, with G4 percent earning GPA's in
the 2.0 to 2.99 range.

Schoo|l absences again provided pronounced NC, SC, SI sample separa-
tions, with only one NC student having missed more than 14 school days as
contrasted with 14 percent of the SC's and 39 percent of the Si's, At
the high attendance end, approximately two-thirds of the NC's, half of

“the SC's, but only one in six of the Si's missed fewer than five days

of school.

Schaol counselors in both schools were interviewed using a genera.
student description checklist form, and replies to the question, "How
is the student qgetting along?", asked with respect to his academic work,
his relations with other students, and his relations with his teachers
were tallied as either "satisfactorily", "fairiy wel |", or "poorly'.These
replies were much in agreement with the independently collected teacher
descriptions. With only one exception, all the NC's were described as
qetting along satisfactorily in all three areas. "Satisfactorily"
renlies were nearly as frequent for the SC students but relatively in-
trequent (only one’student in four) for the S| students. In describina
SI student relations with other students and with teachers, counseiors
used the "poor!y" recponse nearly a third of the time and 60 percent of
the time in describing their academic work.
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Replies on the socio-economic survey completed by the students' par-
ents with respect to the number of famlly members at home, annual family
incomes, and years of parenfs‘ formal schooling add fugther descriptive
data for the S|, SC, NC study samples. Tallies of theke replies reveal that
fami ly sizes were about the same for the three competency level groups,
with roughly half of all families having elther four or five at-home persons.
Annual’ fami ly income, however, varied considerably between groups, with
an average reported income of nearly $10,000 for the NC fami lies and be-
tow $6,000 for the S| families. One-fourth of the S| families reported -
incomes below $4,000, only one in twelve of the SC families, and none of
the NC families. Only one S| family reported an income above $9,000, as
contrasted with nearly a third of the SC families and. nearly half of the

-

NC famillies.

With respect to years of parenfs‘dschéoling, aside from the common
tinding that fwo-thirds of the parents in all groups finished high school,
S1-SC-NC differences again appeaged,with only one S| family reporting
continuing beyond high school compared to a third in the NC and SC groups.

in contrast, a third of the S| families reported leaving schoo! before high -
school, compared with half as many Sl families and only one NC family.

Summarizing now the Eugene area sample data, a high degree of inter-
teacher agreement and repeatability in separating the academically poor

. students from their average and above average classmates was found. The

separation dimension given these teachers, however, was social incompetency.
In further.describing the "behaviors" of their selected students, the
favored competent students received only positive descriptions principally
dealing with their personal traits such as pleasant disposition (happy and
smiling, etc.) sensitivity/ o Qthers' feelings, and helpfulness and co-
operation. The behavior fpcus pf the teacher descriptions of the socially
incompetent students diffefed for_the two schools sampled, with one school
emphasizing poor social relations to the near neglect of deportment and
the second school quite the reverse. For neither the NC nor the S| stu-
dents was academlic functioning emphasized nearly as much as were social
relations and deportment.

. 7
Considering the experimental meastres obtained for the teacher-identi-
fied Eugene sample, without exception means for students identified as .
socially incompetent were” lower on all the experimental tests, outside
school activity reports,and home interview ratings than were means for
their more favorably ldentified classmates. Distinctions between the
SC and NC groups, though generally favoring the latter students, wete not
as clearly drawn. Considering first the experimental tests, the social
inference measure revealed the S| student as less able to correctly inter-
pret social cues, the information measures as describing himself as less
know ledgeable concerning persons important to him, the social relations
measures as viewing these persons as less favorably interacting with others. ’
Together these measures suggest a deficit (as contrasted to his higher |
scoring classmates) in apprehending his social environment both in terms |
|

of content and support,
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The non-school descriptions of the SAQ add to this deficit in.terms
of fewer home activities and less: individual responsibl lity and initia-
tive In the away-from-home activities for the teacher-identified social
incompetent. The home interviews conducted with parents and‘the students
themselves further enlarged upon this description by providing predomi-
nantly negative reports of the Si's relations with his peers, adults,
parents,.and siblings. "Only for the latter two famity persons ‘were the
behaviors of any of the NC students described as less than getting along
"moderately well", (

Schoot achievement reports perhaps most widely separated the NC-S|
tnterviewee groups, S| parents describing their son or daughter and S|
students describing themselves as getting along less than satisfactorily
In.school. @Qnly in terms of "satisfaction" were seeming inconsistencies
in their dat obtained; few S| students and fewer of their parents admit-
ted to "needs| much improvement". Expressed dissatisfaction apparently
does not necessarily follow- from admittedly unsatisfactory performance.

In the introductory section, the definition of soclaf)incompefency
was considered in terms of a labeting response to a person's behaviors.
It was further suggested that in pawrt this definition resided in the values
and concerns of the arbiter, i.e., who the Jjudge was. In support of
project emphasis on the school setting, the cl#ssroom teacher was selected
as the central arbiter. His ident!fications were oriented toward school
performance. -

In both schools studied, paor school achievers crowded the Incompe~ ~
tent nominee lists. Students from poorer homes and less well educated
parents were atso disproportionately represented. In writing behavioral
descriptions about their SI's, teachers stressed deportment problems
and poor social relations ahead of low academic achievement. Tests re-
lated to social comprehension and awareness discriminated "comnetent" from
"Incompetent" students. But differences between teacher nominees extended
to their behaviors and activities outside of school as well. Schoo! coun.
selors noted these students' poor peer and adult relations. So did their
parents. So did the students themselves. :

The data may generally be summarized as revealing an "incompetent
syndrome" composed of unsubstantial schoo! work, disruptive. sthool beha-
viors, negative school and home environmertal responses, poor social rela-
tions, deficient sqggial understandings and awarenesses, and negative

(deprecating) selfagppralsal.

3. Portland School Testing. The experimental measures used in the
Eugene area schools were revised and expanded for group testing in a
Portland schoo! sample comprised of the total eighth grade student pop-
ulations in two elementary schools. Each school contained three eiohth
arade classes of approximately 28 students each, providing a total test-
ing sample of 168 students. These two schools were focated in predominatiy
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t
black sections of the cﬁfy, one enrolling 98 percent and the second
75 percent black students. Extensive test data was collected in these
schools, including experimental measures of students' social awareness,
school attitudes, self=~concept, and-social relations with respect to ’
various referent groups, repeated-sets of daily classroom teacher ratings, '
studant descriptions based on teacher and unit leader interviews, and
school record data containing academic test scores and prior term teacher
comments.

General ly, 'the Portland tésting plan followed the earlier Eugene
area test emphases. Tostart with,a social inference test for group ad-
ministration was developed to measure the students' ability to interpret
social situations. This Picture interpretation Test (PIT) involved a
multiple choice format using a-set of 14 pictures of social activities-

. requiring student interpretation.

A second test used a partially experimenter-supplied, partially
student-supplied listing of peers and adults known to that student.
Student ratings of how well *hey (the students) get along with their’
listed persons were obtainéd. Teachers made similar ratings of their
students. Student estimates of how these-|isted persons, including
their teachers, rated.them were also obtained. These rating and esti-
mating proceduresprovided a number of .measures of social relationships--
how the students perceived themselves as relating to various groups

- of other persons (classmates, other similar age acquaintances, school

adults, other adults they had listed), how they believed these other
persons considered them, how their classmafes and teachers rated their
social interactions, and how aware they were -as to how others rated them,

Two further experimental instruments involving student self-descrip-
t+ions were a Student Appraisal Inventory (SAl) developed by the UCLA
Center for the Study of Evaluation, Instructional Objectives Exchange

.(1970) and a Pupil Opinion Questionnaire (POQ) developed by Kansas
City Youth Development Project (Glick, 1967). The SAl essential ly focuses

on the student's self-concept and contains 80 fairly direct statements

- divided into four subscales, one pertaining to family interactions,

a second to peer relations, a third to scholestic efforts, and a fourth
to more general self-esteem. The POQ.is a'60-item Likert scale with
four subscales of 15 items designed to measure attitudes toward four
aspects of the school experience, teachers, school in general, school
work, and peers. ~

' As for the Eugene area samples, data was abstracted from the stu-
dent school records to provide a broader base for describing the stu-
dent's background and school! behavior. These data includec age, 10,
SCAT scores, Metropolitan Reading score, previous and current absences,
medical history, number ,of siblings, and former teacher comments re-
qardinaq school work, social adjustment with peers, and behavior pro-
blems. ~ These three sets of teacher comments were coded using a four
cateqorv code. Medical history was not used because of its very |imited
information.
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A major data addition for ¢the Portland sample was the daily féachebsi L

%,

ratings of their students' class preparation, contribution, and disrup--
tive behaviors, Later interviews with home room teachers and with unit
leaders concernj.g their students' social behaviors provided more gum-
mative student behavior descriptions. This interview data was subsequently
used to categorize students along a seven~point continuum of behavior
problem severity.  Individual home interviews with parents and students
were not conducted for the Portland samples principally because of the

time and cost limitations. Js

The PIT, student ratings and estjmates, SA!, and POQ were twice ad-
ministered, late in September and again in December eleven weeks later.
The daily classroom ratings were made for three five-day periods, the
week of pre-testing, one to three weeks preceding second testing and
again in early February. The school record data was principally exa-
mined during the fall. Data from the end of term (May) records were
found to be too non-discriminating and incomplete to be included in the
study, . ’ .

Initial and.subsequent test scores on all experimental measures
including the feacherfrafings were examined for consistency over the
eleven week:-retest interval. Though minor differences were noted between
the initial and retest means, the retest correlation coefficients proved
generally unsatisfactory, ranging from a low of .28 for the PIT to ,77
for estimations of ratings from peers. Most coef’ lents were in the
S0's and.60's. ) ) ’ J ’

In the absence of apparent differences befween the first and retest.
scores and to increase the stability of individual scores, “initial and-
retest scores for all experimental measures were combined into simple
composite scores.

Further data reductions, principally a combination of the highly
correlated class contribution and class preparation ratings into a sin-
ale "classwork” rating and combinations involving enlarging the rating
or estimating subgroups into larger groups (such as combining ratinqs
of same sex peer< from each of three other eighth grades into one rating
of same sex peers) resulted in 45 retained vartables.

E

Three analyses were made of the retained variables, a series of
single-variable examinations of score differences between "high" and
"low" behavior problem students, an exploration of canonical relation-
ships amgng seiected subgroups of variables, and a principal factdr
analysig of 37 variables. Though computationally interrelated, these
three _ghalyses each probed the question of definition and measurement of
soc;al incompetency of junior high school age adolescents somewhat dif-

- ferently,
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The first analysis consisted of comparis of students dichotomized
“ as high or low behavior problem (BP) students on the basis of their:
teachers' and unit leaders' interview-based descriptions of their school
behaviors. Sixty-nine students were classified as low BP, 55 high BP,
and 24 in an "in between" category.” This middle category was not used
in this first analysis. Comparisons were madp in terms of group means,
yielding significant t's ‘for 19 of the 45 ref{ined variables.

No differences between the high and low BP groups were found With
respect to age, -sex,or race composition, months enrolled in present
elementary school, or absences in primary grades. Significant differences
{at the .01 level) were obtained for both seventh and eighth grade ab-
sences,-however. ‘Inspection of absences since primary grades revealed
a steadily Gdecreasing percentage of low BP students and a correspondingly
increasing percentage of high BP students with high absence rates.

Though no differences between the high and low BP groups were found
for the academically related test scores (1Q; verbal, quantitative,
and total SCAT scores; Metropolitan Raading score), significant differences
(at or beyond the .05 level) were obtained for the two academically
related teacher descriptions, i.e., comments regarding the student's
schoo|work by former teachers and current'teacher dally ratings. In
considering these academic measures, it should be nuted that the average
- - recorded 1Q (KuhImann-Anderson) for these Porttand students was 91 and

‘that on all test measures, the sample students were roughly a full

standard deviation below The average of Porf!and eighth graders. .

Low BP students fyplcally scored higher than high BP sfudenfs on
all the aight self-description variables (the four SA! and four POQ
subtest scores). Five of the eight comparisons yielded significant
t's. These were the POQ self-esteem measure relating to scholastic
achievement and-the four SAl attitude scales having to do with four
aspects of schoo! experience: teachers, school, schoolwork, and peers.

Examination of Individual student scores on these measures further
emphasized these differences between teacher-unit leader-identified
high behavior problem students and their less serious probliem classmates,
with relatively few high BP students expressing positive school-related
attitudes and relatively few low BP students expressing negative school-
related attitudes.

Of the 45 retalned variables, 17 shared a common general focus of
social relations. Those five variables in this grouping derived. from
teacher comments or ratings all yielded significant t's; only two of
the remaining twelve variables derived from ratings and estimates of
various peer and adult subgroups achieved signlflcance. While few
low BP's received negative descriptions from their teachers (present
or past) and few high BP's received other than negative teacher descrip~
tions, social relations ratings from or of peers or estimates of these
ratings generally were high or low indépendent of the students' behavior
problem classfication. The similarity between distributions of former
teacher behavior comments and current teacher behavior ratings suggests
persisting social behavior problems for many BP students.

{
e
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‘The last groupihg of retained variables includes. four measures relating

to social awareness, the PIT score and three accuracy scores based on

the students' correctness in estimating ratings being made of' them by same
sex peers, by opposite sex peers, and by their classroom teachers. Ex-
cepting accuracy in estimating ratings from opposite sex peers, compari-
sons of "awareness" means for high and low BP students all ylelded signi-
ficant t's (at the .01 level). Though the more extreme behavior problem
students did reveal less social awareness (in the sense of the PIT and
rating estimate procedures used in this study), interpretation as to whe-
ther this deficit contributed to the student's behavior oroblems would
be entirely conjectural from these data, This Iimited noncausal inter-
pretation is, of course, simllarly applicable to the all 19 significant
t's obtained for these high BP-low BP comparisons. )

-

r

) Though inspection of the matrix of intercorrelations of these fore-
going variables indicated generel independence among all except subtest
scores for the same test, multivariate analyses were made of this data
to statistically deterpine data reduction possibllities. In considering
the matrixof intercorrelations, one question of particular interest

was that of extent of overlap between subsets of variables.. The prob lem
of maximazing the relationship between two subsets-of variables is re-
solvable by canonical correfation procedures. In particular, the ques-
tion answered by the -canonical R is how muchvof the variance of two
linear composites is shared. . . ) -

)
P

Stewart and Love's procedures (1968) .emphasizing the concept of
redundancy (analogous to correlation) was generally followed in examining
the relationship ‘among pairs, of each of seven subsets of two to five
variables. These-subsets of variates were each ‘selected as forming some-

 what intradependent measures. These were: (1) current teacher descrip-

used as the focal variable in the precedihq single variable analyses,

(2) earlier teacher commentary ih school tecords, (3) subtests of the
SAl{ (4) subtests of the POQ, (5) student ratings of how well he gets
along with others, (6) estimates of how others rated him, and (7)
ratings actually-received from other eighth graders. s

tions, including the interview~based rafi{g of behavior problem severity

In the exp loratory context of fhe present analysis, the redundancy
measures contain perhaps the, most revealingxsgmmary of the analysis.
In effect these redundancy measures describe the pegcent of the variance
of one set of variables prediEfed by the_ variance of a second set of
variables. Excepting only the paired set of student ratings and esti-
matgs, the obtained redundancy values for all other canonical pairs of
variables were at maximum 24 and 19 percent and generally even much lower.
The conclusion for these near-zero redundancy pairings is one of s
non-relatedness among the sets in the sense of overlapping information.
Of the several sets of variables, only the student ratlngs and thelr

N

.

159



6.14 <7

7

estimates of ratings made of them are interpredictable. The extreme
independence among the various sets strongly suggests lack of gimpli-
fied factor structure for the several variables studied.

" This predlcflon was borne ouf by the principal component analysis
conducted for 37'of the initially retained 45 variables. Computation-

ally, this analysis proceeds from a matrix of Intercorrelations to

develop a factor structure accountina for a maximum amount of the total
variance with the fewest number of factors.

Essentially, the question asked ‘through this procedure was, "How
are the various experimental measures of the student's academic, achieve-
ment, teacher interaction, deportment, self-appralsal, school attitude, |,

social relations, and social awareness organlzed!" In other words,
"What is the factorial structure of these many student description vari-
ables?" In the analyses fol lowed, factors with eigenvalues greater than

unity were rotated by normalized varimax procedures to simplify inter-
pretations of factors. Ten factors werd extracted representing 74 per-
cent of the variance. . .

Most of the ten factors are identified by two or three high loading
variables with relatively little additiohal foading from variables
common to more than one factor. The first factor, accounting for 19
percent of the total variance of the 37 variables,consisted largely of
the peer social relations measures, in particular, ratings made by
8th graders of how well| they get along with other 8th gréders of same
and opposite sex and estimates they made of how these other 8th graders

‘rated them,

o .
The largest loadings on the second factor were for those variables

based on current teacher behavior ratings and descriptions of their

students' In-class disrdptiveness, general behavior problems, and teacher-

student relationships. This second factor accounts for 13 percent of

the variance. *

The four subtest scores from the Pupi| Opinion Questionnaire band
together to form the third factor, a self-description of the student's.
school _environment, and accounts for 8 percent of the variance.

The fourth factor, accounting for 8 percent of the variance, prin- -
cipally consists of student social relations ratings, estimates, -and
accuracy measures all involving recalled persons, that is, adult and
peer persons personally known to the student and added by him to his
rating and estimating list. Apparently, ratings and estimates made

(3

1IQ available for only 52 students, subtest SCAT scores, orior
term attendances, number of siblings, and CA were eliminated.
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of these recalled persons are tactorially distinct from-.ratings and esti-
mates ‘made of school adults and other 8th graders. :

+As with Factor '3, Factor 5 involved only subtests from a single
sfudenj description instrument, the Self Appraisal Igventory. This self \
appraisal factor accounts for 6 percent of the variance.

Three ot the fivé variables with non~trivial (>.30) loadings on
Factor 6, are derived from teacher commentaries regarding their students' !
social and school behaviors in earlier vears, The remaining two vari- :
‘ables are current tsacher descriptions. The distinctness of this fac-
tor appears to he continuing or persisting adjustment problems in the
schooi setting rather than the more current focus of Factor 2. This
prior teacher repcrt factor accounts for 5 percent of the variance.

Factor 7, though accounting for only 5 percent of the variance, is
especial ly interesting in that it has a positive high loading from race
(non~black coded high) and high negative loadings from ratings received
from other 8th graders of both sexes. Apparently this factor reflects
problems in minority race relations, the less than 2% percent of non-
black students receiving and expecting to receive lower social relations
ratings ftom the other 8th graders. - :

Factor 8 is clearly academic achievement oriented, with major loadings
from the SCAT total score and the Metropol i tan Reading Test score and
a turther substantial loading from the teacher comments regarding pre-
vious terms' schoolwork, The Picture Interpretation Test score and the
three measures of accuracy of estimation of adult and peer social rela-
tions ratings of oneself together ,comprise Factor 9, social awareness.

-

The onty variable with a high loading on the finai factor is sex
(males coded 1, females 0). FThe two other variables identifying this
maleness factor are expected social relations ratings from opposite sex
'8th graders and accuracy in making these same opposite sex estimates,
Both have moderate to iow negative.loadings. The last three factors
accounted for only 4, 3, and 3 percent of the variance, respectively,

The foregoing ten factors document a general independence among
the differenf_small subsets of test SCores, ratings, and reports, Though
the analysis was Instructive in identifying some unsuspected groupings
or dimensions such as social awareness, social relations with "recalled
persons'" as separate from those involving school peers and adults, distin-
guishing between present and prior term teacher descriptions, a minori-
ty race factor, and sex as a separable (though unclear) focus, the major.
finding was one of multidimensionality of the various measures taken of
student social and school” behaviors, attitudes, and skills collectively v
obtained in examining social incompetency of junior high schoo!l students.

The minimal redundancies revealed by the canonicaigcorrelation anal-~
yses preview this conclusion. The several significant mean differences
obtained for the student descriptor variables between 8th graders identi-
tied as hiah and as low behavior problem students perhaps requires further

.o .
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interpretation given the results of the fs-tor analysis. Evidently.
these differences in means apply to diffe..ent students. For example,

a sufficient number of low behavior problem students may have had rela-
tively hlgh.accuracy scores (resulting in a significant mean difference)
and a sufficient number of low behavior students may have had relatively
high 'school work ratings (resulting in another significant mean difference)
but only some of the same low behavior problems would be found in both
high scoring groups. In effect, continuing with this simplified example,
the data do not permit describing the low behavior problem student as
both high in accuracy and receiving high schoolwork.ratings. The group
means are both high but the variables are not highly correlated and

are factorially distinct.

|

. The exploration, of two possibilities for educational units which
might lead to  larger curricufa for the remediation of social competency
deficits of 8th gradérs involved trial administrations in two of the
Portland 8th grade classes. The units yeré developed in close collab- -
oration with teachers from these and other jurior high schools and were
1 . . o -
designed to be run as part of regular social studies classes and to
require one to two hours per afternoon. Thz units were to be conducted
during the eleven week pre- and post-testiig Interval described in the
previous suﬁgecfions, these experimental tést measures’ to be used for
assessing the effectiveness of the units, B
\ £
“The first unit yas”é ten week in-class organization of small student
coops to produce a simple craft article for sale. The unit's activities
were designed to involveethe students in making group decisions and
analyzing how well they were doing. The unit focus was group cooperation
and working with other persons. This emphasis was well suppcrted by
consulting school personnel as a social competency clearly lacking in
both schools. : )

Though it was initially intended to trial run the same educational
unit in both schools, the different racial composition and related pro-
blems of interracial tensions in the second school led to major revisions.
The first unit's emnhasis on group functioning skills was expanded to
include focus on i..roved social understandings and interperson behavior
through personal involvement in'dramatizatior. A unit out!ine calling
for an eight week student planning and production of videotape vignettes
based on experiences the students have had was prepared. Scenes were
to be of various kinds of social relationships, conflicts, problems,
and resolutions, etc. that students had come across. The planning,
enacting, and editing were to be the responsibility of small student
aroups, thus requiring interdependability for successful production. °

Both experimental units began immediately atter the first testing
pariod, An assistant teacher was assiqned to each unit. Though both
units started well, with enthusiastic student interest and support,

-
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neither followed the prepared unit outlline nor was able to sustain class
involvement. One serious problem was extensive student absence, averaging
around six a day from each class. The absence of a key participant in

a small group often caufted the group activities to he suspended. For
example, in the videotape unit, missing individuals meant delays in using
the filming stydios. School field trips caused further interruptions.

\

A problem untque to the cooperative production unit was the students'
determined selection of candlemaking as their production task and a sub-
sequent individualization rather than group sponsorship and control of
student effort. Vandalism, wrecking the candlemaking equipment as well
as individual candles, also disrupted the unit.

S

in both units it became obvious that @ more tightly structured pro-
gram of activities and of alternative, ready-~to-go activities was needed
to maintain the fast pace required for sustained student involvement,
The teachers and 'assistants simply had insufficient time to amplify the
outline presented them. Particularfy, more specific exercises in group
decision making, including practice assignments, were needed if the small
groups were to develop and function collectively. Pre-unit special
teacher and aide training in group discussions techniques might be re-
quireds

‘Because of the several disrupting problems during the unit trials,
neither unit was formally assessed In terms of the experimental test
data. The focus and proposed -plans for conducting the educational unijts
had been well received in both schools. They failed to function in either
classroom. Unit revision, including increased structuring of activities, v
specificity of alternatives to meet situational problems (such as absences),
and perhaps student pre-unit exercise€s in discussion skills are ‘negded '
before a retrial of these units may be” recommended. . .

¢

8. Measurement of Social Incompéfency (Recapitulation and General Remérks)

» -
’

> Social incompetency is a term of convenience for some subset of
loosely defined behaviors, in effect, a labe! supplied by one or several
judges identifying persons whose actions are inappropriate or unaccentable
by their standards. More briefly, social incompetency involves a juda-
ment about behavior,

The project started with an examination of the social competency-
incompetency judaments of teachers with respect to some 600 7th and 8th
arade students in two junior high schools. They labeled, theh wrote
behavior descriptions, then completed a behavior checklist for these
students., Though the number of behavior descriptions written per stu-
dent per teacher was roughly the same across students, much more inter- .
and intra-teacher variability was introduced by using the bebhavior check-
list. '

: . .
But of qreater concern if.considering the checklist as an exnleratory
instrument for examining arbiter judaments was the finding that proportions
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{

of teacher—-checked items in the various tehavior cateqories tended to
follow the proportional distribution of these items in the checklist.
Though. both procedures support the earlier,-more global nominational
distinctions of socially competent and incompetent students -made by
tneir teachers, and though the checklist is to be preferred as both
administratively and scorably much more accommodatina than the free-
response procedures, the apparent interactive effect of item content
upon teacher response-requires multiple procedures.

Following their teacher nominarions and descriptions, four sets
of experimental measures, each possibly related to "social competence" -
from a different perspective were administered to sambles of consensually
identified students. These were: (1) a measure of the student's.soclal *
inferential ability, (2) measures of his knowledge of' persons important
to him and his judgment of their social relations, (3) measures of his '
hors and out-of-school social activities based on a detaited self-report

schedule, and (4) social, family, and school reports based upon home - N
interview with parents and with the student hi@self. Means for students £
identified as socially incompetent were lower on all the exparimental < .

tests, outside s¢hool activity reports, and home interview ratings than
were means. for their more favorably identif.ied classmates.. Distinctions:
between the SC and NC groups, though generally favoring the latter® Stu-
dents, were not.as clearly drawn. Because of the few students receiving
more than one or two of the measures, multivariate analyses of these
data were not possible. o . s

L]

These experimental measures were revised and expanded for group
testing of 168 eighth graders in two Portland elementary schools enrolling
" gtudents from a predominantly black section of the city. The test data
col lected in these schools included experimental measures of students' . .
" social awareness, school attitudes self-concept, sotial relations with ' .
respect to various referent groups, repeated sets-of-daily classroom
teacher ratings, teacher and unit leader interview-based student be-
havior descriptions, and school record data containing academic test
scores and prior term teacher ‘commenmts. - LY . T o

.
[y

Excepting moderately high within-instrument subtest:. relationships,
intercorrelations among the 45 variables derived from these data were -
aeneral ly near zero. The extent of overlap bétween subsets of these
variables was examined in terms of canonlical correlations. The”obtained
near zero'redungancies,inchafing non-relatedness in the sense of over-
lapping tnformation among .the severa! variable sets, suggested a lack
of simplified factor structure. This expectation was -confirmed in
terms of a ten factor solution provided by a principal components anal -
ysis. The ten factors were (1) self-descriptions of soclal relations,

(?) current toacher ratingg of behavior, (%) self-descriptions of school
environment, (4) «elf-descriptlons of social relations with recall : \
persons, (%) self-appraisals -reqarding ‘school and family, (hY behavior .
renorts by former teachers, (7) minorlty face problems (not heina biack), ;
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(8) academic achievement, (9) social awareness, (10) maleness. These
generally distinct factors document a general ind pendence among the
different subsets of test scorss, ratings, and self and teacher reports.

The central project task was measurement of social incompetency.
The focal setting was the junior high school. In commission of this
fask, teachers' in-use definitions of soci-® Incompetency were extensively
‘examined. Interviews were onducted with i merous school and lay per-
sons and with parents and students. A number of experimental measures
" conceptual ly related to social incompetency were devised and administered.
, .Cther already existing experimental measures were adapted for project
use. TJhe testing samples were 159 seventh and eighth graders i'i white
semi-rural juntor high school: and 168 eighth graders ¢rom predominantly
black elementary schools.,

L4

The most prominent conclusic. to be drawn from the extensive test

- data is the multidimensionality of the domain tested. Social i ncomnetency
is simply not definab!e as a particular co-related set of non-desired
behaviors. The appellation of social incémpetency may be earned by dis~
play of any of a host of independenrt skill deficiencies or detrimental ac-
tions. Though group scores on various measures of sociallization, school
achievemer.t, classroom behavior, and~attitudes toward school and self

are likely fo be poor for groups of persons identified as less soclially
coqpefenf, many of the individual members of these groups may be expected
to“earn aboVe average scores on these measures. And persons earning poorer

'scores on one social competency measure well may not earn lower scores

on a second or third competency measure.

”

A further general project conciusion derives from considerations of
the arbiter role in defining social incompetency. The arbiter, be he
teacher or civic appointee or a lay observer, .is an active participant
in defining Incompetency. He is more than a processor of behavioral data

" - reaarding another person. He affects that data as he processes it.
first, he.is a value selector, choosing the criteria for consideration.
This is especially true where the general classificatinn notations are
as situationally broad and behaviorally nori-specific as in considering

’ social competency.,’ Second, he is an evaluatcr deciding on the standards,
the reference points or cut-off behaviors which determine, in this in-

- stance, competence or incompetence. And, or course, he is always an
imperfect processor of data, failing to recall or include all of it,
unintentionally (jpndepundent of his biases known or unknown) over or:
under weighting parts of it, being affected by logically irrelevant factors
such as recency, personal fatique, nolifics},efc.

fhe foreaoinq is a rational arqument and implies more serious inter-
arbiter disanreement than was realized in the present project. 'he answer
lies not in'the fact that our difterent arbiters (teachers) were judaing
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in similar settings or that they represented similar backgrounds and
professional responsibilities--These congruences apparently helped
l1+tle--but rather in the consensual identification of Si's, SC's, and
NC's and in our orincipal ly considering group data. Though most stu-
dent names had appeared on six or seven teacher nominating lists (less
than nine percent on fewer than five teacher ncminating lists), only
very few (18 out of 603 students) received all S1 or NC nominations
from all of their teachers and only 80 (13 percent) received S| or

NC nominatiors from more than three of their teachers.

In identifying competent or incompetent persons, then, Individual
arbiter idiosyncrasy needs to be taken into account, as indeed does the
effect of method upon his response (as illustrated by the finding that
proportions of checklist responses fol lowed the proportions presented
in th ‘cklist). These both are problems to be prepared for, per-
haps péduced by arbiter training, but surely not ignored,as too often
seemf to have been the case in earlier writing.

In summing project results, a major groduct is the set of experi-
mental tests developed and trial tested and the additional already
existing experimental tests adapted for use in the project testing
orogram. Aside from the extensive social competency behavior check-
list (PSIC), these tests include group measurers for describing stu-
dent social rel~tions (in terms of how he regards others, how he s
regarded by ot' .5, his apperceptions of how he is regarded by others,
and his accuracy .n stating these expectations), his social inferential
skills, his information regarding others, his schoo! attitudes, and
his self-concept as a student. |In addition, classroom teacher rating
formats and homeninterview schedules were developed and successfully
used. Though perhaps requiring specific modifications for particular
investigator needg, these several measurement procedures should be of
use for further studies in the general domain of student adaptiveness
and social relationships.

The compiling and summarization of the extensive Test of Social
Inference data from intersectional samples of educable mental ly retarded
adolescents is to be noted as a further completed project task. This
review? documents the serviceability of the TS| as a widely fested and
osychometrically sound instrument for assessing inferential skills
of retardates. The alternate chort forms developed for the TSI shoul?
add to its usefulness in the field.

i

"This is not cnunting the 129 student names (21 percent) consist-
ently not ncminated by any of their teachers.

2Reporfed as a separate addendum to this final report.
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Less successful was the final project effort in developing remedial
educational units, Whether or not the proposed unit activities might
succeed in their objectives of increasing group cooperativeness and social
acceptance under improved trial conditions remains to be demonstrated,
Recommendations for ,these improvements are included in the project report,

e

wWhat remains to be done for the school (and society) to more ade-
quately respond to the problem student is, of course, much more extensive
than even suqggested by the several project activities described in this
report. It is, however, hoped that the detalled account of these activities
furnished in the preceding several sections will be of use to future
investigators and nrogram planners to develop strategies for that response.

r
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APPENDIX A

v ;

App. 1

LISTING OF TEACHER DESCRIPTION_S1 AND FREQUENCIES WITH WHICH THEY WERE USED
TO DESCRIBE SOCIALLY INCOMPETENT, SOCIALLY COMPETENT,

AND NOTICEABLY SOCIALLY COMPETENT STUDENTS

Category and Schoot C

School F
Statement
SI__SC_ NC SI.__SC_NC
Number of Students Described: 32 24 15 2 25 10
Number of Student Descriptions: 52 42 {5 37 46 10
Sociability : '
1. Poor peer relationships. 53 52 4
2. Good relationships with some peers T n 7
only. ,
3. Good peer relationships. 36 20 40 17
4. Immature relationship with opposite 2 .
sex. .
5. Maturing relationship with opposite 1 1 |
sex. T
6. Poor relationships with teachers and 4 13 %
other adults. ‘ : ‘
7. Good relationships with teachers and LR

other adults,

Appearance, Hygiene and Health v

8. Unattractive physical appearance. 17

9. Reasonably well-dressed and groomed. 2

0. Attractive physical appearance. 2 3

!. Defective, obtrusive or hard-to- 7
understand speech. '

2. Pleasing volce. - 1

3. Poor health; physically weak.

4. Gross to fine motor skills very |imited. 1

5. Good motor coordination. 1

-

20 8-

: £
'For convenience in reporting, the 1258 individual teacher description state-

ments were grouped into 80 statements.
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’

Appendix A Continued

School C School F
Catggory and Statement SI SC NC St SC NC
Academic
16. Inadequate class participation. 19 2 14 !
17. Good class participation. 2 8 4
— 18, Inability or unwili¥ngness to . 43 8 1
complete assignments.,
19. Underachievement; does only enough 13 1 5
to get by. ]
20. Good worker, perseveres; completes 12 14 1 26 2
assignments,
21, Poor academic work. 17 6 9 4 -
22. Improvement in study habits and 2
achievement, . *
23. Successful academically respite 2
* poor attitude.
24, Average student. 6
25, Above average academic work. 5 3 5 5
26. Refuses or does not seek help 4 1
with schoolwork.
27. Seeks help when needed. ’ ! 1
28. Forgets to bring class materials. 7
P Deportment
29. Socially disapproved behaviors 13 3 !
(obscenity, drug use, sexual .
freedom, theft, smoking, efc.)
30. Frequent fights or arguments, 6 6
31. Rude, negative remarks and ges- 10 1 3 3
tures; purposefully causes )
trouble to others. - .
32. Destructive of school's and 2
others' property. . )
33. Class disruption (wild physical 33 12 ‘ 4 3
displays and aggression, temper
tantrums, practical jokes,
teasing others, talking, running
around, etc.)
34, Seldom or never disrupts ciass. 1 8
35. Avoids work by scheming behavior. 8 4 ¢
36, Cheats. 2 2
37. - Rejects all authority. 26
38. Poor attendance. 15 3 1

39, Good attendance, 2 1
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Appendix A contlnued

School C School F
Category and Statement SISC NC St sc N !
’ i )
Personal Traits
40. Generally unpieasant disposition 2 4 6
{moody, sulien, hostile, etc.) ' !
41, Generally pleasant dispositica 21 45 15 9
(happy and smiling, outgoing and
enthusiastic, etc.) .
42. Quiet, shy; passive, withdrawn, 22 7 6 14
isolated. :
43. Nelther withdrawn nor overs, 3
aggressive, ’
44, Insecure and facking in self- 14 4 15 5
confidence.
45. Not over-confident, affected, or 1 3 1
conceited. ) )
46. Secure and self-confident. 1" 1 3 6
4/. Adaptable; can adjust to varied 1 2 7 3
settings and circumstances.,
48. Immature. ’ . 2 4. 2
49. Mature or improving in maturity, ° 2 1 3
50. Not responsible or dependabie. 1 4 4
51. Responsible, dependable, honest. 1 5 6 3
52. Rude and disrespectful. 1 16 1
53. Sensitive to others' needs and 3 10 8
feelings.
54. Shows self-discipline and self- 2 4
control.
55. Lacks self-discipline and self- 5 1
control, )
56. Reacts badly to criticism or - 6 2
pressure (sulks, biames others,
etc.) . .
57. Adapts well to criticism and frustration. 3 6
58. No motivation or initiative. 8 4 4
59. Strives for perfection in self 7 3 1 7
and others, : .
60. Nervous, worries about smal | 3 1
things.
61. Easy-going, not demanding; happy-go- 1 1
fucky. -
6z. Narrow range of interests. ! 1
63. Vvaried interests. 3 2
64. Naive and inexperienced. 3 1
65. Independent thinker, individualist, 1 6 3 1
imaginative. '
66. Not very imaginative. . 1
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Appendix A cdntinued

’ 1 - , School C School F
Category and Statement St SC NC St SC
67. Stubborn and rebellio -. 2 1
68. Helpful and cooperative. 3 6 1 6
69. Competitive; wants to be center . 1 2 1
of attention. )
70. Selfish, does not share. 3 2
71. .Lacks leadership qualities. 5 . 1 3
72. Has leadership qualities. 2 2 2
73. Negative attitude toward school. 4 1
74. Positive attitude toward school. 5 2
.75. Little or no participation in 2 2
extra-curricular activities, .
- athletics. ]
76. Takes part in extra-curricular 3 . 6 . 4 2
activities, athletics.,
77. Has a job, home responsibilities. 3 1
78, Poor family background. 1 1
79. Good family background. | 1
80. Feels gulity and apologizes , 1 1
for disruptive behavior.
¢
9

o wm:
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APPENDIX B
FREQUENCIES OF 212 PARKER SOCIAL INCOMPETENCY CHECKLIST ITEMS .
CHECKED BY TEACHERS FOR. STUDENTS IDENTIFIED BY THEM :
, AS SOCIALLY INCOMPETENT AND SOCIALLY COMPETENT
¢ itém  (ltems with largest SI-SC usage differences Frequéen
’ are listed first,) g? ST_-g_fpsl'SC
. (N=68) (N=78)

. . o !‘

20. | Demonstrates he cannot apply himself to 33 5
the task at-hand. |

23. Witl not apply himsetf to the task at ° - 34 8
hand. !

53. Appears unable to make friends. 29 | 5

33, Chooses to ignore regulations. 28 f 8

76. Shifts from one activity to another 25 | 8
without complieting either,

J03. Cannot avoid producing "sloppy" work. 22 5
60. Responds, to teasing with angry verbal 21 4

behavior. '
3. Deliberately wastes time. 33! 17
48. Shows inability to organize time adequafely. 322 16
38. Shows he has not learned to. spsak before a - 18 2
group. N

11, *Is.distracted from the task at hand by 36 21
ordinary events, such as minor noises, ! ‘
movements, etc. '

18. Deliberately annoys others. Zg 12

133, Will not ask for directions to be repeated 22 78

even when it is obvious he does not under- - -
stand them. ,

27. Appears unable to cooperate with others, 15 1
22. Cannot initiate his own acflvifles. 24 n

101. Pouts, sulks. 22 9

7. Dtsplays poor coordination in physical 17 4

activities.

149, Exhibits restiessness ahd shifting body 20 8

positions.

97. Chooses to ignore regular routines. 18 6

160. Exhibits an inability to ask for djrections

to be repeated even when it is obvious he 16 4
does not understand them.

129. Avolids mixed=-sex company. 16 5
44, Refuses to respond to questions. 13 2
39. Does not admit he is wrong because he does 22 12

not realize it.

111, Starts fights without meaning to do so. n 0
41. Will not concentrate on a given task when 25 15

asked to do so.

-
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Appendix B continued

|tem . Frequency
’ ‘ S| SC-

s (N=68) (N=78)

87. Forgets. | 24 14

26. Won't admit when he Is mis*aken or wrong. 122 12

57. Will not persist at activity when he fails 20 10

or loses at that activity.

67. Acts in a listless fashion, lacks energy. 20 9

5. Talks out of turn without meaning to do so. 19 9
25. Shows he has not learned to conform to 18 8
regulations. —
141. Chooses not to complete tasks or activity 18 8
attempted.

50. Demonstrates he does not know how to 17 7

participate in group activities.
54, Cannot express himseif in writing. 16 5
121, Withdraws when teased by others. 15 5
164. Deliberately ignores reprimands. 15 5
31, Refuses to speak before a group. 12 2
21, Fails to demonstrate he has learned to read. " !
32, Refuses to participate in group activities. 1 0
45, Shows he does not know how to behavg in™™ 1 1
polite and sociable manner. o

166. Begins to do things before instructions are 7 17
comp leted.

142, Gives excuses for not getting work finished 23 14
on time. .

163. Withdraws from demanding situations. 23 14

16. Refuses to cooperate with others. .21 12
157. Deliberateiy ignores warnlngs to change 19 10

his ways.
191, Laughs inappropriately. 15 6

65. Is delibsrately inactive. 14 5
107. Over-reacts when things do not go his way, 14 5
108. Unintentionally works slowly. 14 5
63. Complains of a variety of physical aiiments " 2

such as: cramps, aches, pains, poor health.

93, Complains that others discriminate against 1 2

him,
192, Deliberately avoids conversing with others. 9 0
128. Shows intersst in a narrow range of 19 "
activities.

52. Cannot concentrate on tasks when asked to 16 8

do so.

15. Chooses not to follow rules of games. 13 5
156. Reacts in an overly-sensitive fashion, 12 4

72. Insists on having the last word. 1 3
206. Requests praise or approval for tasks 1 -3

attempted.,

85. Complains about imaginary physical aiiments. 9 1
214, 8 0

Seems unabie to keep hipself ciean.
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Appendix B continued
| tem Freguency
SI SC
7) (N=68) (N=78)

116. Unintentionaily produces inaccurate work, 24 17
155. Daydreams, ' 24 17
113, Comments that he hates schoo! work. 23 16
119. Demands attention. 19 12

4. Without meaning to, fails to obey commands 16 9
or directives.

14. Demonstrates he cannot maintain” an activity 14 7

when he fails or joses at that activity.

150. Jabs others with potentially dangerous objects: 12 5

pencils, sticks, rulers, compasses, etc,

94. Refuses to talk. " 4

. 43. Deliberately Zisobeys commands or dlrecfives.w 10 1A

182. Unintentionally ignores regular routines. ' 8 1
185. Does not converse with others because he 8 1

does not know how. '

114,  Comments that nobody |ikes him. 7 0

24. Annoys others without meaning to do so. 17 "
* 73, Complains that others are unfair. 15 9
173. Intentionally interrupts others while they N 15

are working. ‘

190. Exhibits temper outbursts, 15 9
201, Tells lies. ) ' 13 7
196. Is inactive without intent. . 12 6

19. Indicates he does not know how to respond to 10 4

questions from others.

82. Unintentionally distorts the truth. 10 4
169. Makes obscene or lewd gestures.. . 10 4
"~ 3. Refuses to read although able to do so. 8 2
219. Goes through others' possessions without 8 2

authority,

47. Will not communicate in writing.- 7 1
174, Faiis to wear clean clothing on own initiative. 7 1
117, Unintentionally fails to share that which he is 6 0
~ expected to share. , ‘
195. Shows inability to wear an appropriate hair 6 0

. style. .

92. Becomes upset when thwarted. . 15 10
170. Deliberately talks too loud. - 12 7
193. Exhibits aggressive behavior: biting, kicking, 12 6

punching, throwing objects.

62. Is deiiberately unmannerly: for example, talks 9 4

too closely, burps, yawns at others.

56. Unintentionally uses obscenities in speech. 8 3
148. Arrives {ate, on purpose. 8 3
144. Reacts with fear in a variety of everyday 6 !

" situations.
181, Unintentionally arrives late. 6 1
5t. Rejects attempts of others to be friends with 5 0

him, ] - .

L i
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Appendix B, continued
I t+em | ' Frequency
. ) . St SC
(N=68) (N=78)
165. States that othérs are to blame for his 17 12’
actlons. .
42. Witlfully makes loud verbal outbursts 19 .15
at inappropriate times. . ’
215. Grumbles or g-ipes about having to do ' 21 17 |
work, . . . . '
118. Shows he has not learned to respond to : 15 AR I )
f reprimands. . . K
167. Spends time watching others. ‘ 157, "
77. Slouches unintentionally. ) 13 9
216. |s embarrassed when attention.ls directed X 12 8
| ~ towards him. ¢ : )
" 211, Repeats ldentical response in a variety of " 7
| . situations. ) :
| 84. Fails through lack of understanding to - o . .6
| heed warnings to change his ways. .
| 106. Refers to himself as dumb or stupid. 10 ! 6
B 123. Shouts back when corrected. X ) 10 . 6 °.
‘ 17. Deliberately damages others' property ) : 9, - 5
' or possessions. ' . . b
i 131, Tries to hurt others! feeﬁfags . 9 5
- 13. Demonstrates he does not k aow to 8 - 4

follow rules of gamds,
179. Is unintentionally unmannerly.
137. Protests about changes in his routine.
29. \Unintentionally ruins own properfy or .
poSsessions. P

o~
N W

69. Glggles hysterically. 6 2
217. Dellberately damages publlc property. 6 2
71. Talks to himself, 5 1
99. Refuses to share. 5 1 ’
158. Unintentionally ignores warning of danger. 5 1 ,
194, Unknowingly wears inappropriate clofhlng. 5 1
213. Picks nose. 5 1
66. Comments that he hates to be told what 4 8
to do. 2
125. Destroys or takes apart something he has ‘ 4 *0
" made rather than showing it or asking fo -
have it displayed. .
135, Cusses or swears without meaning to offend. 4 ' 0]
202. Chooses to wear inappropriate clothing. 5 , R
204, Appears bored by most assignments. 17 14 ‘
37. Refuses to initiate his own activities. 15 12 o
120. When presented with a task, withdraws 15 12 Yo
from the situation. : :
39. Reads while others engage in more active 1A 8 :
pursults. : T,
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Freguencz
St sC .
(N=68) (N=78)
115. Deliberately starts fights. 8 5
145. " Shows he does not care about being accepted 8 5
by others.
91. Stutters, stammer-. blocks when talking.. 6 3
130. Comments that nhe is unhappy. ’ 6 3
146. Exprésses feeling that he is jeft ou. of 6 3
- things. ’
176. Bites nails. 6 3
151, Takes out his frustrations on innocent 5 2
bystanders. '
197. Corrects others in an obvious manne; . 5 2
198. Deliberately does "stop.y" work. 5 2
58. Deliberately talks nonsense, 4 1
75.. Expresses peculiar and eccentric Ideas. 4 1
153,. Will not speak clearly, 4 1
40. Unintentionally damages others! property 3 0
Or possessions.
104, Chooses to use immature speech, e.g. baby talk." 3 0
'47. Does not protest when others tease or hurt him 3 0
physicatlly.
36. Deliberately talks out of turn, 16 14
74. 1 overly-talkative. 13 11
59.° Tattles on others. . 10 8
86. Exhibits mood shifts: depressed one moment, 10 12
elated the next.-
81. Bosses others., ‘ 9 7
95. Stares blarkly into space seemingly unaware 9 7
of his surroundings.
134, PicKs on others whb are smaller or weaker, 8 6
172.+ Gossips’ about others. ¥ 8 10
49. Unintentionally makes foud verbal outbursts at 7 5
inappropriate times. :
177.  Encourages ‘disobedience. 6 8
186. Encourages destructive activity, 5 3
152. Indulges in fantasy.- 4 2
159. Unintentionally hurts other's feelings. 3 1
79. Prefers to interact with those younger than 2 0
himself even thcugh others his own 4age are )
available.
112. Displays eccentric habits, for example, smells 2 4
everything, plays with urine, feces.
136, Worries about sex. 2 0
161, Falls, unknowingly, to speak clearly. 2 0
162. FExhibits spasticity, riqidities. 2 0
168. Lifts or unbuttons other's clothing to touch ? 0
intimately. : .
20%. |s overly-apologetic. 2 0
205. 2 e

Is unintentionally absent at inappropriate
timas, :
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Item Frequency
Sl sC
(N=68)  (N=78)
220. Deliberately does inaccurate work. 2 4
218. Criticizes himself unrealistically. 1 3
88, Deliberately curses and swears. 1R 10
Q0. Hesitates a long time before making choices. 10 B
6. Uses obscene language deliberately. 9 10
68. Manipulates others in order to get them to do 6 5
what he wishes. ]
100. Purposely works slowly. 6 5
180. Exhiblts nervous behavior such as: nervous tics, 6 4
musc le-twitching, eye-blinklng, hand-wringing.
175. Demonstrates annoying curiousity. e 5 4
Y, 98, " Expresses over-concern about own unsafisfac*ory 4 5
performance. K
122. Expresses high opinion of self. ’ 4 3 R
126. Takes out hls frustrations by attacking objects. 4 3
127. Gets upset when he ltoses in competitive activitles. 4 3
188. Prefers unconventional methods of doing things. 4 5
189. Gets intoxicated. 3 2
96. Talks nonsense without meaning to. 2 1
102. Shows undue concern about having everything exactly 2 3
riaht.
2. Deliberately cxposes private parts in public. 1 0
12. Unknowingly exposes private parts in public. 1 0
34, Displays ignorance of table manners. 1 0
132, Lacks bladder control and wets self. 1 0
140. Talks of attempting suicide. 1 0
199, Chooses to wear dirty ciothing. 1 0
154, Takes hard drugs (e.g., heroin). 0 1
171, Spends all h'!s time at sports. 0 1 .
184, Teases others. 19 19
30, Deliberately avoids behaving in polite and 9 9. )
sociable manner.
200. Willfully ianores warning of danger. 5 6
138. In solving a problem, persists in an approach 4 4
which falls. |
10. Deliberateiy destroys his own-property or 3 3 |
possessions. |
28. 1s deliberately clumsy. 2 2 |
105. Worries cbout impiression he makes on others. : 2 2 |
208. Takes mild drugs (e.q., marijuana). 2 2 |
46. Deliberately ignores table manners. 1 1 j
11C. Uses immature speech, e.q., baby talk. 1 1 .
124, DNepends on others to see that he wears appro- 1 1
priate clothing.
210. 1s intentionally sexually proniscuous. | R
Note: tleven items never checked by teachers In elther school are omitted.
Six were concerned with racial and religious biaotry, cryinqg without
reason, reportina nightmares, deliberate pants-wetting; and five referred
to extremes such as open msfufgéon, rape, suicide and homicide.
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APPENDIX ¢

EUGENE _INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECALL LISTING
IN~CLASS INSTRUCT IONS -

You are participatina in a study of how many persons are known to
Jjunior high school students. This is a part of a more general inquiry
regarding adolescent attitudes toward others, We appreciate your co-
operation. -

On these sheets of paper which you have received, we want you to
start writing the names of all persons you have ever known, persons you
have met and talked to and remember knowing, living or dead. Write one
name on each line. Do not be concerned about spelling, Nicknames or
initials of last names will do, just so that you can recognize the name
when you see it again. Do not include celebrifies such as TV stars or
movie stars, athletes, politicians, etc,, whom you may have seen in person
Oor even have autographs from. |nc!ude only persons whom you personal ly
know and whom you would expect would also know you.

_After you write each name it is important that you fill ina little
information about the name you have written. You do this on the same
line as the name bv circling one appropriate letter in each of the four
columns,

The first colunn is called AGE and has the letters C, S5, 0, and A,
Circle the letter C if your name is a child, someone at least a couple of
years younger than you. Circle the letter S if your name is someone
approximately the same age as you, a vear or two younger or older, Circle
the letter O if your name is an older teenager whom you wouldn't say is
approximately your age. Circle the letter A if you consider your name
an adult, .

In the second column circle either the F for female or the M for male.

In the third column called RELATIONSHIP, circle the R if the name you
have written is a relative, the F 1f the name is a friend, the 0 it the
name is a person you know who is other than a relative or a friend.

In the last column called SPEAKING CONTACT, the letters are for
approximately how often you see and might talk to the persons on your Recal |
List, Think about the l|ast year or so you've known this parson. This has
to be approximate since there are exceptions to most everything, even seeinqg
your own parents. Seeing persons from » distance doesn't count here, only
where there is time and opportunity for talking with one another. Circle
The D for persons whom you have a chance to talk with most every day, the W
for persons whom you have a chance to +alk with ‘less than daily but about
every week, the M for persons whom you have a chance to talk with less than
weekly, but about every month, and the Y for persons whom you have a chance
to talk with less than monthly, perhaps onty a few times a year or even less.
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Appendix C continued
Start writing now unless you have any questions. Since you won't have

time 10 flnlsh your llst, vou will need to complete It at home. The take-
home instructlons for completing your 1lst at home are on the next page. You
will notlce that you may have some help In "remembering" names but that you

must do the writing and most important, that every name is sceone YOU know
or knew.

Also, and-thls is important, when you are through wrlting names, you
will need to under!ine the names of at least 12 to 15 persons who are
especial ly Important to you. As the take-home Instructions tell you, you
have 2 cays to complete your list and are to leave the envelope wl*th vour
Ilst inside wlth your teacher. )

/ TAKE-HOME INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECALL LISTING

1

{}3'wanf you to take your |lsts home and sometime before FRIDAY morning
see how many more persons you can remember. We want you to add ‘these names
to your Ilsts: It Is all right If someone at. home (or in school) helps you,
except that YOU must write the names yourself and each name must be someone
you remember, someone YOU KNOW, or KNEW. Don't worry about spelllng. Use
nlcknames if you prefer, like "Bud" or "Uncle Bob", just so that you know to
whott you are referring.

After you write each name be sure to fill.in the four informatlon columns
on the right side. Use as many of the pages in the booklet as you needed. If
you use all of the 20 pages |n your booklet, contlnue your tists on the back
‘of those pages. You'll probably be surprised as to how many. persons you
actually know and remember. it is not Important that you have the longest
list but that your list is as_complete as_you can make it and that you can
recognize each name as someone you know.

After you have wrltten.all your names af persons you know, you need to
add one more thlng. Some of the persons on your {1st are more Important 1
you than are some other persons. That Is not the same as Ilklng them best,
but that they concern you more. You would expect to remember them better for
a longer whlle. When you finish your list quickly read through all the names
you have wrltten and under!lne the names on your st who are especlally
Important to you. Try to under|lne at least 12 or 15 names. Don't underline
more than 25 names.

You are now through.

Put your completed 1ist in your envelope and leave It with your teacher
by FRIDAY morning. You wlll see me agaln next week for one last look at your
isT. In the meanwhile, your list wllt not be shown to anyone else and wlli!
remain private.

/ »
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App. 13

AGE | SEX | RELA- | HOW OFTEN
RECALL LIST TION- | TALK WiTH
SHID

DATE L <E .
SCHOOL GRADE X . ££§§2
NAME AGE___ SEX: M F 3223 o %gz §§§Cf
823 |28 502 (Basa)

[ ll?l *l mllc? l‘lt<ll>.

OQVoC|xuw |xwo QEZF >

- CSOAIMF | RFO|DWMY

. CSOA|MF | RFO|[DWMY

CSOA|MF | RFOJDWMY

CSOAJMF | RFO[DWMY

CSOAIMF | RFO|DWMY

ICSOAIMF | RFO[DWMY

CSOAIMF| RFOJDWMY

CSOAIMF | RFO|DWMY

~ |ICSOA|IMF| RFO|[DWMY

CSOA|MF| RFO[DWMY

CSOA|MF| RFO|[OWMY

CSOAIMF | REO|DWMY

CSOAIMF| RFOJDWMY

CSOAIMF| RFO| DWMY

CSOAIMF| RFO| CWMY

CSOA|IMF| RFO| DwWMY

CSOAIMF| RFO! DwWwMY

CSOA|[MF| RrO| DWMY

CSOAIMF| RFOFfOWMY

CSOA|MF|RFO|DwWMY

CSOA|MF|[RFO|DWMY

CSOAIMF|RFO|DWMY

MFIRFO|DWMY

CSOA
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Appendix C continued

. APPENDIX C
(Continued)

GENERAL INSTRUCT IONS FORkRATlNG RECALL POPULAT ION SAMPLE

[ T

We are going to ask you to give letter grades to.the people on the
name |ists we have returned to you. Each of you has his own list of
names made up from the longer fist you tu \in. What you write here
will all be anonymous information. Your own'name and all names on your
Iist have code numbers and only the code numbers will be used in pre-
paring your ratings for computer analysis. This study concerns how
teenagers think about other persons they know. If we hurry, we can be
through with this today. '

3

INSTRUCT IONS FOR RATING RECALL_POPULATION SAMPLE

)
Kl

First, check to see that you have the proper list. Your name shouid
be written at the top of the page and your |ist of names should all be
people known to you. Though you know all these persons, you undoubtedly
know some better than others. This first page has to do with KNOWING
ABOUT OTHERS, how well you think you know these persons.

The first column is called LIFE HISTORY and refers to things which
have happened to the persons on your list, how old he or she is, where
they were born, their own family, their schooling, places they have
lived, jobs which they may have had, and so on. You are to circle elther
an A, B, C, D, or F In the Life History column next to each name fo indi-
cate how well you know that person's life history, An F means you don't
really know very much about things which have happened to that person
during his tife;.a D means you know a bit more; a C means you know 2 fair
amount about the person's life; and a B, a lot about him. Circle an A
only for persons whom you know a great ¢eal about, someone whose life
history is very well known to you. Do this NOW for the first person on
your name list. o

The second column is called LIKES AND DISLIKES, and is for 2
di fferent kind of knowing, knowing what pleases the persons on your list
and what doesn't please them, what they prefer, what things they like
and what things they don't like. Again, an F means that you hardly
know what pleases and displeases them; a D that you know a bit wore about
whi ¢ thev like; a C a falr amount; and B, a lot more. Circle an A only
for pers-ps of whom you can be very sure in knowing what differenT things
please them and don't please them. Do this NOW for the first person on
your list. '

The third column is for still a differeni kind of knowinq and has to
do with what persons REALLY BELIEVE and think. Your letter qrades witl
mean how well you think you know this for each person on your list.

Circle an F, If you are not at all sure what they belleve; a D if you know
only a bit more about their thoughts-and how they feel; a C if you 2re
fairly sure; and a B, a bit more sure. Circie an A only for parsons ‘'you
can be very sure about in knowing what they really think and betieve. Do

this NOW for the first person’®n onFAis'f.
Y ) S
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Now go on to complete your page of names. Remember, you must circle
one letter in each column for each name. Do this ag quickly as you can.
Don't think a long while about any one person. When you are through, |
will tel! you how to go on to the next set of ratings,

(Keep a record of how long this takes,)

The second set of ratings is very much |ike the one you've Just
finished. Your same list of names is at the left., The four columns at
the right all have to do with WAYS OF BEHAVING WITH OTHERS. The first
column is labeled FAIRNESS, the second DEPENDABLE, the third DOMINEERING, .
and the iast column SOCIALLY SUCCESSFUL’ In.each column, you are to
circle either an F for very, very low; a D for below average; a C for about
average; a B for above average; and an A for especially high. The definitions

written on the short page attached to your name list should help you as you
make your ratings (give your grades).

(Read these definitions to the pupils as they work with their first

name. Remind them that they must circle one letter in each of the four
columns for each of :the persons on their recall fist. Remind them-to do

this rapidly.)

DEFINITIONS FOR RATING COLUMNS

FAIRNESS - Dea!ing honestly with others; not taking advantage

DEPENDABLE - Being reliable; doing what was promised or expected

DOMINEERING - Commanding others; insisting that others do what he (or she)

thinks; keeps trying to convince othars to do what he
(or she} says

SOCIALLY SUCCESSFUL - Being Ilked and respected and admired by others.
s '\I

: Circle C for AVERAGE S ‘
Circle B for ABOVE AVERAGE Circle D for BELOW AVERAGE
Circle A for ESPECIALLY HIGH Circle F for VERY VERY LOW
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NAME.
; | )
NAME LIST LIFE LIKES WHAT HE
HISTORY AND REALLY .
DISLIKES BELIEVES
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDF
AN Aecorf ABCOF ABCODF
p . ABCDF ||ABCDF ' ||ABCDF
ABCODF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCODF ABCDF ABCDF,
ABCDF ABCDODF ABCDODF
ABCDOF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCODF ABCOF ABCDF
ABCDF ABCOF ABCDODF
ABCOF ABCDF ABCDODF
ABCODF ABCDODF ABCOF
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDOF
ABCODF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCODF ABCDF EBCDF .
ABCDOF ABCDODF ABCDF
AscOF || ABCDF ||ABCOF 4
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCDF ABCDF . ||laBCDF
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDF
ABCDF ABCDF ABCDOF
ABCDF ABCDF ABCODF
ABCDF ABCDOF ABCDF
ABCOF ABCOF ABCOF




b,
c.

a.
b.

a.
b.
C.
d.

a.

C.

8. a.
bl

Besides working, what else do_4ou do\in

. App. 17

e

APPENDIX D

3
-~

LISTING OF QUESTIONS FROM THE SOCIAL ACTIVITY QUESTIONNAIRE

What meals or snacks do you usually eat at home? = .
How many times a week do you usually eat these meals or snacks

at home? .

Aboyt how many times o week do xggbfix the ‘'meal or snack at home?
How many times a ‘week do you help someone fix the meal ‘or snack?

where do you sometimes eat or drink away from home where people
do not pay?

What meals or snacks do you sometimes have at these places?
Who is apt to fix these meals or snacks?

Do you sometimes visit a cafe, restaurant, drive-in, ‘snackbar,
or other eating phace where people pay for food or drink?
Write the names of the pilaces you visit.

How often do you visit these places?

Who usually orders and pays when you visit these places?

What work or chores do you do around
About how often do you do these jobs?
Why do you do these jcbs?

your house or yard?

your free time?
Where do you do these S ‘
How often do you do yhese things?
With whom are vou agt to be when you do these things?

vo you attend meetlings?
How often do you attend?
What do you do at thi meetings?

Which of these places hdye you visited?

Alrport Hotel “qr Motel Hearing CenTer
Bank Post Of + Hospital
Barber Machine or AppliancePublic
Beauty Shop Repair Shop Court
Bus Depot Service Station Jail
Car Wash Shoe Repair Police Station .
Cleaner Social Security City Hall
Employment Office Clinic - :
Laundry Dentist
Lawyar Doctor
Library Eye Doctor

What did you do when you were there last +ime?

Name the stores you visit, . .

How often do you visit them?
What ure you most apt to do when you visit these stbres?

187 "
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Appendix D continued , _ ‘

90

’00.

\

11,

‘20

13,

a.
b.
CO

a.
b.
CO

a.
b.
c.
d.

How do you get around?
How often do you use this transportation?
Are you usually a passenger, or are you the driver?

What kinds of machines can you operate?
How often do you cperate them?
How did you {earn to operate them?

Who are the friends you are most apt to get together with?
Is this friend a boy or girl?

How old is this friend? !

How often do you spend at least an hour with this fr!end7
How many times a day or a week do you use the phone to call
a friend?

How many times a day or a wqek does'a friend phone you’

When you get together with your friénds, how do you spend

your time?
Where are you apt to be?
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éOQIAL COMPETENCY PROJECT-INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Section |

*

Time Chart

Can you qive us a rough idea of how

App. 19

schoo! ‘day and a typical Saturday?

Schaql Day

“Gefs up:

What he does | With whom

: ,
spands his time on a typical

7:

30

8:

00

9:

00

10

00

1

:00

:00

:00 i

:00

:00

:00

:00 ,

:00

<00

-

:00

9:

00

9.

30

Goes to bed:
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Appendix £ continued

% . ADOLESCENT RESEARCH _PROJECT=-INTERV |EW SCHEUULE

Section 11. We now want to talk about how gets along with others.

A. -First let's talk about how he gets along with kids his own age.
' 1. Does he make friends easily. L
2. How many friends easily.
3. What ages.
4. With boys, giris,

B. Now let's talk about how he gets along with adults.
1. With his relatives.
2. Any special non-relative adutt.
3. Any adult he talks with-a lot.

C. Now let's talk about how h& gets along with his parefts. « °
1. How much control.over him. .
2. Cooperative about chores at home.
3. Obeys house rutes. i
4. Talks to parents about self.
5. tavites support, guidance and criticism,

- D. How well does he get along with sisters and brothers?

-

}
E. Now tell me all you can about how he behaves with other peop|e.

(What are his sfreanhs and weaknesses)

1. Disposition.

2. Acts grown-up or chiidish.

3. Demands attention. .

4. Self-control, temper. g '
5. Rellable, dependab|e, keeps promises. ‘

6. Sensitive to others' feelings; helpful.

7. Leader, follower, independent.
€.

9

0

1

How does he get others to do what he wants.
...Manners.
10. New experiences.
11, Responses‘to authority, orders.

F. What are his special inte¥ests, skilis?

1.. Does he keep himself occupied in free time.
2. Does he stay interested in one thing or shift interests easily.
~J . 3. Gives up if he has trouble.
© 4. What are some things he likes to do but has trouble doing.
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Appendix f continued

Does he care how he looks?
1. Appropriate clothing.
2. Chooses own clothing; takes care of it.

3. Responsible about ¢lothing, cleanliness and grooming.
4. Takes care of own belongings, room, or area.

~

Dods_he have any physical or health problem? |f so, how long,
what affect on social behavior and $choolwork? i

1. Eating habits.

2. Sleeping habits.

How do you think is getting along in school? Do you talk?
Does talk to you about how he is doing in school?

!. Does he iike school. .

2. What does he like, dislike.

3. Does he get along with teachers.

4. How is he doing in classwork.

Junior H.S. kids tend to become more,lnhependenf ¥from home, do
more things on their own. How Independent would you say

is? As compared to others (boys, giris) his age?

1. Tends to argue for own ideas.

2. Wants to choose own recreation.

3. Earns and spends part of own money, ,

4, Prefers to go ahead without adult advice.
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Appendix E contlnued

Section |11 (ngckllsf to be completed with help from Parent)

Fon

A. How satisfied are you °
with your child's:

A

~ .

‘ 3
Generally Satisfied Dissatisfied

"~ |Would Like to - Very Concerned
1. Home behavior. Satisfied | Sea Improvement _Need Much lmprove@enf

2. Schoot behavior.

1

3. Social relationships.

4, Attitudes and values.

5. Disposition.

6. Dependablility.

7. Goats for the future.

B. Can you name some of your son's or daughter's friends with whom he spends

an hour or more most weeks.

A

l

C. Below is a list of possible househoid chores. Does your son, daughter

regulariy do any of these?

1. Makes bedi — — - e
2. Straightens room, ’
3, Vacuums,

4, Dusts.

5. Mops. : :

6. E%pfles‘garbage.

7. Burns trash.

8. Sets table.

9, Washes dishes.
10. Wipes dishes.

11, Puts them away. g
12. Helps prepare meal.
13, Bathes chiidren.

14, Dresses children.

15. Music practice.

16. Baby sits.

17, Does laundry.
18. Does ironing.

"* 19, Mends, sews.
20. Does schoolwork.
21. Cleans yard. -
22. Mows yard. X
23. Weeds, cult. garden.
24, Carries wood, sawdust.
25. Washes car, boat.
26. Works on car, bike.
27. Cares for pets.
28. Car®s for livestock.
29. Home palinting/repair.
30. Cuts wood. C
31. Shakes rug.
32. Other.

D. What do you think the schoo! might do about the problems you monflobed?

(Soctal behaviors-refer to |lA)
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Subject Code:

Interviewee :
Interviewer o _
Date : lNTERVIEWER RATING SHEET
Time : ON SECTION Il OF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
1 2 3 4 5 Qther
Very Moderately | Fairly |Poorly Very Insufficienr
A well Well Well Poorly ! information.
Peers
Very Moderately | Fairly |[Poorly Very Insufficient
B Well Well 1 Poor Information
Adults
Very Moderately | Fairly |Poorly Very Insufficient
C well Well Well Poorlv | Infarmatiaon
Parents
Very Moderate!y | Fairly [Poorly Very Insufficient
D We Ll Well Well Poorly | Infarmation
Siblings
Very Moderately | Fairly [Poorly |Very Insufficient
£ Well Well Well Pooriy i information
Behavior
With Others
Exces~ Adequate Toler~ {[lnade~ |Very Insufficient
G slve ahle quate  |Poar Intormation
Grooming
Very Moderately | Fairly |Poorly |Very Insufficient
| Wel | _Well Weil Poariy { Information
Getting Along
lo_School
Very In- | Indepen~ Averaqge |Somewhat| Depen-| Insufticient
J idependent| dant Independ Depen. | deni Information
Independence
from Home

Q :15):3‘
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APPENDIX F

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PICTURE INTERPRETATION TEST

Pass out test booklets and pencils. Ask pupils to write their names in the
aopropriate space. Pupil's code numbers will be entered later.

Begin instructions as follows;

| am going to show you some pictures and would like you to answer some
questions about them. This is not like a test you have in school. (We
want to know how 8th graders see the world around them.) The questions
and the choice of answers are in your booklet. Let's do the first pic-
ture together for practice.

Show Practice Picture, "Man Lying Down", saying:

This picture is just for practice so you'll krow what to do. Look at
the first page of yov booklet, where the question for the Practice
Picture is written. The question is: What is the man doing? Circle
the letter next tc¢ the answer you think is the best answer. Let's
read them together. (READ RAPIDLY)

Continue with:

Circle the letter next to the answer you think is best. (PAUSE ABOUT 15
SECONDS) All right, how many have circled A? Raise your hands. How
about B? C? D? E? Most of you picked A. A is the best answer because
it tells more of what is going on, It says more than the man is sleepy
or tired. |t tells that he is happy to be home. Any questions?

Proceed to test pictures witn the following instructions:

Let's start now. | will read the question, show a picture, and while
you look at the picture, |'Il read the choice of answers. You are to
circle the letter next to the answer you choose. There will be 14 pic-

tures. Let's go quickly. The question for the first picture is: Why
are the boys sitting down? (PAUSE) Why are *the boys sitting down?

After reading the question twice, show picture # 2. As |t is viewed, read
each alternative (FAIRLY RAPIDLY) to the class. Pause briefly (approx. 15
seconds) while the pupils circle In their answers. Then say:

Remember to circle only one answer, the one you think is the best answer
to the question. !f you need help, raise your hand. (PAUSE) Is every-
one finished? 0.K. let's go on to the next picture. The question is:
What might be happening? (PAUSE) What miaght be happenina? (Show the
third picture.)

Read the alternatives, allow about 15 seconds more for the students *o make
their choice. Continue through the rest of the nictures in the same way,
askinag the new gquestion as soon as most of the class have made their choice.

194




App. 25
Appendix F continued

PICTURE INTERPRETATION TEST CODE
NAME
DATE
Picture 1 - PRACTICE PICTURE

Why is the man lying down?

He just got home,

He's soon leaving for the army.
He has been walking a lot.

He is very tired.

He is lazy.

mMoOw>»

Picture 2

Why are the boys sitting down?

A. They are tired from walking.

B. They are putting on their shoes.

C. They are getting ready to play football.
D. Thev want vo walk barefoot.

E. They are undressing to go swimming.
Picture 3

What might be happening?

A. They are looking at a map.

B. Their house is being torn down.
C. They have just bought a house.

D. They are building a house.

E. They are moving to tne country,
Picture 4

What might be happening?

A. They are waiting In a hallway.

B. They are taking the boy from one room to another.
C. The boy is trying to get up.

D. The boy has just had an operation.

E. They are seeing how the boy feels.

Picture 5

What is happening here?

They are in a parade.

They are workers on a strike.
This is a holiday crowd.

They are having a demonstration.
It is a funeral.

mMOOw®>»
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Picture &

What do you think the man is?
A. A doctor.

B. A cook.

C. A waiter.

D. A host.

E. A magician.

Picture 7

Why do you think they are holding hands?
A. They are married.

B. They are frightened.

C. They are worried.
D
E

One of them is sick.
They are unhappy.

Picture 8

Where is this happening?

A. In a prison.

B. In a hospital.

C. In a hallway.

D. 1In a police station.

E. In a school.

Picture 9 l

what is happening?

It suddenly started to rain.

They are under the bridge to stay dry.
The cars skidded off the road.

They are meeting thelr friends.

it is the start of a race.

moOOm>»

Picture 10

what is happening?

The boys are reading the sign.

The boys are looking at flowers.

The boys are being scolded.

The boys are laughing at the man.

The boys are waiting to get their ball back.

mJDOm>
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Picture 1)

What is the woman doing?

MCOCOT >

She is bringing him coffee.
She is seeing if he's awake.
She is waking him up.

She is whispering to him,
She is checking his work.

Picture 12

Why is the man sleeping?

A.
8.
C.
0.
£.

1t's early.

He's sick.

He vas up late.

He's on vacation.

He has forgotten his promise.

Picture 13

What is the boy thinking?

MmO O m>»

Picture 14

Why is the man scowling?

How much fun he's having.

He's qetting new pants.

How much the pants cost.

What will his friends say?
Wishes his mother would hurry.

mMoOm >

Picture 15

Why has she quit ironing?

Doesn't like his job.
He's poor.

He has a heavy load.
He's been drinking.
He always scowls.

A,
B.
C.
D.
t.

She's tired.

They've had a fight.
He lost his job.

He hit her.

He's leaving her.




APPENDIX G

SELF APPRAISAL INVENTORY ! NAME

Directions:

-~

SCHOOL
CODE
DATE

Please show whether you agree or disagrec with each of the
statements on these pages by circling one of the answers
next ~to each statement.

SA=Strongly Agree;

For example:

@A D SD
sa A (D) sp

There are no

A=Agree; D=Disagree; SD=Strongly Disagree

I like cherry pie.

1 want to be a movie star.

right or wrong answers, so respond to each statement as honestly

as you can.

SA
SA
SA
SA

SA
SA
SA
GA

SA
SA
SA
SA

s
SA
SA
SA

E - A - > > > >

> > > >

A

o O o ©O O o o o o O o o O o o o

o o T o

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD

1.
2.

12.

13.
14,
15.
16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

I like to meet new people.
I can disagree with my family without making them mad.
Schoclwork is fairly easy for me.

I am satisfiad to be just what I am.

wish I got along better with other kids.

often get in trouble at home.

—~ =

usually like my teachers.

-

am a cheerful person.

Other kids are often mean to me.

I do my share of work at home.

A lot of time I feel upset in school.
I often let other kids have their way.

Most kids don't have as many friends as I do.
No one pays much attention to me at home.
I can always get good grades if I want to.

I can always be trusted.

I am easy to like.
There are times when 1 would like to leave home.
I forget most of what I learn.

I am popular with kids my own age.

lDevelOped by The Instructional Objectives Exchange of the UCLA Center
for the Study of Evaluation. 3{!’5;
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SA
SA

P > > > > > > P X > > o > > > X > > > o > > > > >

3>

O U U oo O U o o O o o o o ©C U o O O U o O O o ©”

O O O o

o

i W W
o O ©O

SD
3D
SD
SD

SD

SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
sD

SD
sSD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

2l.
22.
23.
2k,

25.
26.
27.
28.

29.
30.
3.
32.

33.
34,
35.
6.

37.
38.
39.
Lo.

41.
Lo,
43.
L,

bs.
4.
u7.
48.

49.
50.

S

NAME

I am popular with girls.
My family is glad when I do things with them.
I often volunteer in school.

I am a happy person.

I am lonely very often.
My family pays attention to my ideas.
I am a good student.

I often do things I'm .»rry for later.

Older kids do not like me.
I behave badly at home.
I often get discouraged in school.

I wish I were younger.

I am always friendly to other people.
I usually treat my family as well as I should.
My teacher makes me feel I am not good enough.

I always like being the way I am.

Most people are much better liked than I am.
I cause trouble to my family.
I am slow in finishing my school work.

I am often unhappy.

I am popular with boys.

I know how my family wants me to act at home.

I can give a gocd report in front of the class.
I am not as nice-~looking as most people.

I don't have many friends.

I sometimes argue with my family.

I am proud of my school work.

If I have something to say, I usually say it.

I am among the last to be chosen for teams.

My family always trusts me.
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SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

SD
SD
SD
SD

51.
52.

53.
Sk,
55.
56.

57.
58.
59.
60.

6l1.
62.
63.
6h.

5.
66.
67.
68.

69.
70.
71.
72.

73
.
75.
76.

77.
78.

79.

80.

Aon.
Appendix G continued

NAME

I am a good reader.

I don't worry much.

It is hard for me to msake friends.
My family would help me in any kind of trouble.
I am not doing as well in school us I would like to.

I have a lot of self control.

Friends usually follow my ideas.

My family understands me.

It is hard for me to talk in front of the class.
I often feel ashamed of myself.

I wish I had more friends.
My family often expects too much of me.
I am good in my school work.

I am a good person.

Sometimes I am not friendly to other people.
I get upsat easily at home.
I like to be called on in class.

I wish I were a different person.

I am fun to be with.
I am an important person to my family.
My classmates think I am a good student.

I am sure of myself.

Often I don't like to be with other kids.
My family and I have a lot of fun together. -~
I would like to drop out of school.

I can always take care of myself.

I 1ike to be® with kids younger than me.
My family usually thinks about how I feel.

I can disagree with my temcher without getting into
trouble.

I can't be%epe%en.
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APPENDIX H

PUPIL CPINION QUESTIONNAIRE | NAME
SCHOOL
CODE
DATE

Circle an A, B, C, D, or E beside each statement, depending upon how you
feel in each case. Circle ONLY ONE LETTER for each statement.

A. | disagree very much D. !} agree a little
B. | disagree a !ittle E. | agree very much
C. | neither disagree or agree
ABCDECL i« Most things about school are all right.
ABCDE 2. Most school work which pupils have to do is worth
the effort.
ABCDE 3. Most of my classes are enjoyable.
ABCDODTF 4, There are mary teachers who do not know how to
teach.
ABCDE 5. Pupils who do not do their daily lessons should
be kept in after school to do them.
ABCDE €. Pupils in school should try to work together.
ABCDE 7. Most teachers are crabby.
ABCDF 8. The school is often the reason why pupils are
absent.
ABLDE 9. Every pupil does his part when the class is

working tonether.

ABCDEF 10. We seem to be doing the "same old things" over
and over aqain in school.
ABCDE 1. It is easy to get along with most teachers.
ABCDE 2. Going to school is a lot of fun.
ABCDE 13. As a rule teachers want too much work from pupils.
ABCDE 14. Going to school is too difficult and discouraying.
ABCDE 15. Most pupils learn what they have to learn, not
because they want to learn.
ABCDI 16. Most of the things which the teacher does are
all riqght.

leveloped by the Kansas City Yobfh-Develiﬁrenf Project.
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PUPIL OPINION QUEST IONNAIRE NAME
SCHOOL
CODE
DATE
A. | disagree very much D. | agree a little
B. | disagree a little E. | agree very much
C. ! neither disagree or agree

20.

21,

22.

23.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
30.
31.

32.

33,

Most group work in school does rot get very much
work done.

Teachers are usually too busy to talk with pupils.
Most pupils really want to do their school work.

Most pupils ask others to join them in their work
or play.

Most teachers try to force pupils to learn something.
Most pupils really enjoy aqoing to school.

Pupils really do not learn the thinas in school that
they want to learn.

Teachers punish pupils too much.
A pupil should do more school work than he has to do.

All the popular kids get all the good things in
school.

Everything in school is too strict.

Most pupils really enjoy working with their class-
mates.

Teachers really do not understand children.
Most pupils like doing thelr school work.
Most pupils are afraid of their teachers.

There are always some pupils in class who do not
consider others.

Too much of what we have to study does not make
sensc.

<02
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PUPIL OPINION QUEST IONNAIRE NAME

ABC

ABC

D

. D

. D

0

| disagree very much
| disagree a little E. | agree very much
I neither disagree or agree

34,
35.

36‘

37.

8.

39.

40,

41,

42.

43,

44,

45,

46.
47,

48,

SCHOOL

COODE
DATE

D. | agree a little

Teachers are too bossy,
It is hard to make friends in school.

Pupils have to keep reading and studying the same
things over and over in school.

Most pupils would be better off if they never went
to school at all.

It is all right to be unfriendly to some of the
pupils in school,

Most pupils would rather work by themseives rather
than in a groun.

My daily school work Is full of things that keep
me interested.

There is little chance to get to know other pupils
in school,

Most things a person needs on a Job are learned in
school,

One should always think of himself before thinking
about others.

Teachers care about what is good for pupils.
v

What pupils learn in school is more important than
most people think.

Having to go to school is like having to go to jail.
Teachers pick on some pupils for no reason at all,

Most of the pupils in my classes are friendly
towards each other,
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Appendix H continued

PUPIL. CPiINION QUESTIONNAIRE NAME |
SCHOOL |
| CODE
| DATE
|
| A. | disagree very much D. | agree a little
B. | disagree a little E. | agree very much
C. | neither disagree or agree
ABCDE 49. Pupils are always treated fairly in school.
ABCDE 59. In most school groups, there are only one or two

pupils who are important.

ABCDE 51. Most puplls feel that they can trust their teacher.
ABCDE 52. Too much nonsense goes on la school.

ABCDE 53, Teachers expect too much of pupils.

ABCODE 54, What pupils learn in school is old fashioned, not

new things.

ABCDE 55. School can be very boring at times.

ABCDE 56. Some pupils are always making fun of other pupils
In school.

ABCDE 57. There is too much importance placed on grades in
school .

ABCDE 58. Most pupils are not interested in learning.

ABCDE 59. Teachers always seem to like some pupils better

than others.

ABCDE 60. Pupils do not rave very much freedom in school.

Q ;3()11




APPENDIX |

PORTLAND INSTRUCTIONS FOR RECALL LISTINGS, RATINGS AND ESTIMATES

FiRST DAY
(Approx. 35 minutes needed)

A. Instructions for Recall Listings

As recall lists are passed out begin instructions as fol lows:
This test is probably different from any test that you've ever
seen before. |t is not really a test. There are no right or
wrong answers. Your job will be to think of the names of the
people you see quite often and to give them grades according to
how well you get along with them. As you get your paper, write
your name on this Iine (INDICATE) at the top of the paper. Later

we will change your name to a code number. What you write on this
test will be private information and will not e shown to anyone
else. The same code number will be used on the other tests you

are taxing today and tomorrow.

On the form we are passing out now is the beginning of a list of

. people you probably know and see fairly often. The first three
pages are all the eighth graders in your school. Your name should
be somewhere on this list. Find it and draw a line through it.
Also draw a line through the names of any eighth graders vou don't
know. While you are doing this I'm going to tell you what else to
do.

You probably know a lot more teenagers than the ones on this list.
What 1'm going to want you to do first Is turn to the end of the
teenager |list on page three and see if you can finish the page wlth
names of other teenagers you know. But they must be kids you see
fairly often, about once a week or more often. They can be friends
or not; that doesn't matter. They don't have to be in school either.
They could be other kids in your neighborhood or brothers or sisters
of your friends, if they're in their teens. But they must be per-
sons you know and sometimes talk with, not TV stars or actors. You
don't have to spell their names right - jst so you know the name
you've written when you sze it again. You can use nicknames if you
want. You can start writing now; boys on one side (INDICATE) and
airls on the other sice (INDICATE). Remember we already have typed
all the names of the eiqtth qraders in your school so don't write in
their names again. Raise your hand for questions. Write falrly
auickly since we have oniy about five minutes for this part.

I'f some students rapidly finich a page offer them an extra page. Write
their names on them first. Af‘ter five-ten minutes or when most of the
class have finished the page stop the class.
Stop for awhile now. Before you get too tired remembering teenagers,
| want you to do the same thing on the next page (TURN PAGE) for
adults. Again we've started with names of some adults in the school
whom you probably know and see about every week. See how many more

<05
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Anpendi » | continued

adults yc da to this page. Remamber they can be persons in
your neig. s nood or at home, any adults you generally see at least
once a week or so. Start writing now. Spell as well as you can,
put men on one side and women on the other side. Raise your hand if
you have questions.

Allow another five to ten minutes of writing, offer extra paper if needed,
and toward the end suggest:
You could qo back and add more teenagers' names if you're stuck for
more adult names.

B. Instructions for Rating Names

Give instructions for rating names as follows:
Stop now. While you rest your hands let me tell you what else there
is to do. You are going to give each person on your list a grade,
either A, B, C, D, or F, beginning on page 1 and going through page 4.
The grade is for how well you get along with them. The grade does not
say if that person is "good" or "bad" but only how well you two get
alcng together. There may be some people on your iist that you have
known for a long time, and you may have gotten aiong with them better
or worse in the past. But ““e grades you give these people should
<ay how you get along with :1em now.

To give a person a grade all you need to do is circle one letter in
the column (INDICATE) next to his or her name. Don't write anything
in these empty columns (INDICATE). An F is the lowest grade you can
circle. |t means that you don't get atong with that person at all.
A D is a little better but It still means that you generally don't
get along very well with that person. A C would be for a person you
sometimes get along with but not always. A B means you mostly get
along pretty well with that person. You should circle an A only for
persons you get along with especially well almost all the time.

Start circling the grades on the first page now, first the boys and
then the girls. Go as fast as you can -- don't take a long time on
any one name and don't skip any name. We w!ll walk around and answer
questions as you work.

When all or most are through note the time. Scan each student's paper as
you collect it, first for his name and then to see that he has not left

parts out.

SECOND DAY

C. Instructions for Estimation Ratings

First return each student's name |lst to him. Note that the llsts will
have had both outside columns cut off, leaving one blank column on each
side of the tisted name. Beqln instructlions as follows:
Does everyone have the right name list? Don't worry about the part
we have cut away. Just cheei fo:iisfihaf vou have the same |ist you
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added names to yesterday. Yesterday you gave grades to everyone
on your list as to how well you get along with them. Well, today
we're going to try something harder. For each name on your |ist

| want you to guess what grade that person would have given you
on how well he or she gets along with you. You need to read each
name and think how that person would have graded you on getting
alona with him, either an F for not getting along with him at all,
a D for a little better, a C if he would think vou sometimes get
along with him but not always, a B if he figures you two mostly
get along pretty well, and an A only if he would think that you
get along with each other especially well most of the time. Write
the letter you think in the empty column next to the person's name.
(INDICATE) Do this fairly quickly for all the names on your |ist.
Start now. Raise your hand if you have questions,

Allow ten to fifteen minutes for guessing. Record time when most are
through. Scan each student's paper as you collect it to be sure no
parts are left out.

<07
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Recall Listing - Sample Page

DATE
NAME CODE
TEENAGERS
BOYS GiRLS 4
A George Brown Joanne Barney BCDF
A Lewis Crawford Daisy Caulfield BCUF
A Steve Crutcher Darlene Davis BCDF
A Grover Ellsworth Laury Enfield BCODF
A Donald Farmer Phyllis Holland BCOF
A Arthur Green Betsy Hondo g8 CDF
A Wilbert Hansfield Roberta Landers 8B8CO0F
A Tony Haskins Trilby Monroe BCOF
A Robert Johansen Satly Tomkins BCDF
A Richard Kelley Gerri Ladlove BCDF
A Tom Rol fe Norma Bronson 8 ﬂ D F
A Sport Stimson Belle Jay BCDF
A Jerry Stanfield Gloria Jones BCOHF
A Dick Thomas Ina Martino BCDF
A Gerard Wallace Charlotte Murphy BCDF
A Jim Andrews Donnalee Monte BCOF
A Lew Bitiings Sara Passaway 8 CDF

<08
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‘ APPENDIX J

INSTRUCT IONS TO THE TEACHER
FOR USING THE DAILY CLASS BEHAVIOR RECORD

The Daily Class Behavior Record is intended to aid the teacher in
keeping a survey of the classroom behavior of her pupite which may aid
or disrupt the learning process for the entire class.

During the week of the teacher will be asked to
rate every student in the class at the end of the school day. Three
aspects of classroom behavior are emphasized in this rating scale:
doing assigned work, making contributions during the class period, and
abiding by rules designed to maintain order in the classroom. In addi-
tion, the final (Friday) scale will include categories dealing with the
pupil's general adjustment: How well he or she gets along with his peers
and with you, his teacher.

Below are the guidelines to be followed for each dimension of beha-~
vior on * e rating scale; they witl help to docide which rating best
describes the behavior of the student under consideration as you observed
him on that particular day.

Class Preparation: Rate the student:

3 - if he is well prepared.

2 - if he is adequately prepared.

| - if he is poorly prepared.

0 - if he shows no evidence of any preparation.
NR - if no preparation was required for that day.

Class Contribution: Rate the student:

2 ~ if the class was much better because he was there;
he participated constructively.

I - if the class was a little better because he was
there; he was attentive.

0 - if the class would have been the same without him;
he was apathetic.

-1 - if the class would have been better without him;
he interfered with the activities.

~N9
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Disruptive Behavior: Rate the student: &

2 - if his behavior interrupts class activities,

(he talks to others, sings, fights, etc.)

1 - if he engages in some activity that draws

attention to himself but does not seriously
disrupt class activities.

0 - if he exhibits no disruptive behavior.

On Friduy's rating scale, the following categories will also be

included:

Gets Along With Classmates: Rate the student:

4

3

0

Gets Along With Teacher:

4

3

-

1

0

if he gets along very well with his classmates.
if he gets along somewhat better than average.

if he sometimes gets along with them, but not
always.

if he generally does not get along very well
with them,

if he seems not to get along with them at all.
Rate the student:
If he gets along unusually well with you.

if he gets along with you somewhat better than
average.

if he sometimes gets along with you, but not
aliways,

if he generally does not qet along with you.

if he never gets along well with you.

Please notice that the points of each rating scale are briefly
repeated under each heading on the rating sheet. |f you find that you
are not absolutely sure of the meaning of each point on the scale, be
sure to refer back to the guidelines.




ApD.

40

Anpendix J continued Date
Teacher
Class Section
DAILY BEHAVIOR RECORD'
GETS GETS
CLASS CLASS DISRUP-~ ALONG ALONG
PREPAR- CONTRI - TIVE BE~ WITH WITH
STUDENT ATION BUTION HAV 10R YOU CLASSMATES
3=good 2=qood 2=exces- 4=very well -
2=ade- 1=mini- sive 3=fairty well
quate mal 1=slight 2=sometimes
1=poor O=none O=none 1=not very well
O=none ~-1=nega- 0=not at all
NR=not tive
req'd
Brown,
(eorqe

Crawford,
Lewis

Barney,
Joanne

Crutcher,
Steve

Caultield,
Daisy

Tomkins,
Sally

Martino,
Ina

Andrews,
Jim

Landers,
Roberta

Haskins,
Tony

Ladlove,
Gerri

Hondo,
Betsy

Hol land,
Phyllis

Wiret three ratings done Monday through Friday; last two ratinqs done on
Friday only,

211 "
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